


A magazine of politics, ideas and culture USA: $4.00 


Australia: $6.00 


"Crusade or 


compromise: ? 









Right Now! 


ISSN 1365-7178 
Founded 1993 





PO Box 2085, 
London, W1A 5SX, UK. 
Tel/fax: (0845) 601 3243 
E-mail: rightnow@compuserve.com 
Website: www.right-now.org 


Patrons: 
The Rt. Hon. Viscount Massereene 
and Ferrard 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Sudeley, FSA 
The Rt. Hon. Lord Deramore 
Brian Crozier 
Professor Antony Flew 
Professor Paul Gottfried 
Andrew Hunter, MP 
Professor David Marsland 
Professor Thomas Molnar 
Professor Dwight D Murphey 
Peter D Robinson, MP 
Fr. James Thornton 


Publisher: 
Taki Theodoracopulos 


Editor: Derek Turner 


Contributing Editors: 
Roger Alsop 
Christopher Luke 
Marco Respinti (Milan) 
Allan Robertson 
G V Shugg 
Cover: Stewart Buchan 


CONTENTS 


Editorial 20) 3. ce 2 
AMERICA UNDER ATTACK 
Why they attack us — 
Sam Francis 
The American century — 
Alfred Sherman .......:ccceeee 4 
The West in danger — 
Pranic lls: 22 as 6 
Death to terrorists — 
David Marsland ............ 
Interview: Norman Tebbitt .... 
Stud-farm sociology — 
J Alan Smif 2 10 
Porn Laws — Peter Mullen .. 11 
Elective dictatorship — 








Keith Sutherland .........0.0.. 12 
Population control — 
Anthony Ozimic ................. 14 


The elephant and the 

tortoise — Peter Coleman.... 15 
Music ............... 
Toby Belcher 
IDS and the ‘far right’ — 





Derek (Umer... 18 
Broken Windows — 
Alberto Mingardi ..............0... 20 





Vignettes .................. = 2i 
Books ........ ee 
dopn BU. 24 
Letiers... 26 
Right around the World ..... 27 
Opinion — Taki ............0.... 28 


© Copyright 2001 Right Now! 
Opinions expressed in by-lined articles 
are the authors’ own, and should not be 
taken to represent the editorial 
viewpoint of Right Now! 
Printed, published and distributed by 
Right Now Press Limited, 

PO Box 2085, London, WIA 5SX. 
Right Now! complies with the Data 
Protection Act, 1998. Records may be 
held on and processed by a computer 
database. 








Issue No. 33 


hit Now! 


EDITORIAL 


(© Yes co) of-) geemm DY-Ye1-1 181 0-] a0] 0M | 





Islam and the West — crusade or 


compromise? 


e attacks by Muslim terrorists on the World 
Trade Centre and Pentagon were not just 
an attack on America, but a symbolic attack on 
Western civilisation as a whole. The Western 
world needs to respond corporately, ina manner 
both determined and cautious. Westerners need 
to avenge their dead, but without storing up 
future confrontations. 

What should the response of the Right be, 
to this challenge to the West? This magazine is 
a platform for informed Rightwing debate, so 
we have invited a variety of well-known 
commentators to outline their views and 
propound their varying solutions, 

Islam, both as a discrete belief system and 
as a mask for Ottoman expansionism, has been 
in radical opposition to the Western world since 
the Middle Ages. This seems likely to be the case 
for the foreseeable future. 

The chief difference now is that Christendom 
has become post-Christendom — with all that 
this loss of self-belief implies. It will be difficult 
for materialistic Westerners to combat people 
whose scale of priorities is so completely at odds 
with liberal consumerism, and who positively 
desire death as a means of reaching eternal bliss 
the sooner. As Burke said, “Of all things wisdom 
is the most terrified with epidemical fanaticism, 
because, of all enemies, it is that against which 
she is the least able to furnish any kind of 
resource”. We can only hope that the West is 
not now too “wise” — which these days means 
relativistic and self-doubting — to react 
appropriately. 

A second major difference now is that 
enormous numbers of people sympathetic or 
potentially sympathetic to radical Islam are 
residing within Western countries. Of course 
most Muslims are inoffensive, decent people, for 
whom life may now become socially difficult — 
and one must feel some compassion for the 
plight of such Muslims — but the West’s Muslim 
enclaves are nevertheless the sea in which 
fundamentalist fish can swim, find sustenance and 
hide. Furthermore, the white ‘ethnic cringe’ and 
multiculturalism so assiduously cultivated by 
academics, journalists and politicians of the Left 
have boosted Islamic self-esteem while 
simultaneously making many Westerners 
incapable of recognising or acting in their own 
best ethno-cultural interests. 

Yet there is still much that could be done to 
minimise future confrontations. The persons 
responsible for the bombing should be found 
and extirpated, once their guilt has been properly 
established. Violent Muslim groups operating in 
Western countries should be closed down, their 
assets seized and their leaders and members 
deported or imprisoned. There shauld be a 
cessation of multicultural indoctrination in 


schools, which caused the anti-American 
demonstrations that were seen in some British 
schoolrooms and reduced a distinguished 
American to tears on the BBC’s Question Time. 
There should be immediate and permanent 
restriction on all further immigration from 
Muslim countries, whether direct or through 
third countries — including ‘asylum seekers’ and 
students, within whose ranks there are certainly 
‘sleeper’ agents. This action should also spur 
attempts to deport Britain’s hundreds of 
thousands of illegal immigrants. The West has 
for years foolishly supported Muslim expansion 
in the Balkans; this policy should now cease. 

But America and her allies should be careful 
not to make matters worse by lashing out angrily 
in all directions. While Islamic militants cannot 
be reasoned with, and will always hate America 
qua America, there are civilised and intelligent 
Muslims with whom we can and must co-operate. 

America intervenes in many places across the 
world — and often unhelpfully. But of course the 
main reason for dislike of America is her support 
for Israel. 

Israel has committed injustices against 
Palestinians and Israeli Arabs, and this leads some 
to support Palestinian aspirations uncritically. But 
there are reasons why America will continue to 
support Israel rather than her neighbours, apart 
from the existence in the US of a powerful 
Zionist lobby. 

The Jews are linked to the West through a 
long shared — if often unhappy — history. They 
have much more in common with Europeans and 
Americans culturally than all but a very few Arabs. 

Alone amongst white peoples, the Israelis 
continue to assert their own interests bravely 
and uncompromisingly. They are on the front line 
against expansionist Islam, and have suffered 
much in trying to keep it under control. In recent 
years, the Israelis have shown greater willingness 
to meet legitimate Palestinian aspirations, trying 
to control some of their own fanatics, easing 
restrictions on Israeli Arabs and helping set up a 
self-governing Palestinian statelet. Their 
incursions into neighbouring countries, while 
regrettable, happened only because Arab 
militants were using these countries to murder 
Israeli civilians. 

None of this means that Israel should be 
allowed to do what she pleases, nor that we 
should uncritically support all American policies, 
but it does mean that for the foreseeable future 
we will remain allied to both countries, with all 
that implies for our national security. How we 
can reconcile that geopolitical reality and 
punishment of the murderers with bettering 
Western-lslamic relations is a dilemma that is 
likely to exercise Western minds for a long time 
to come. Q 
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Why they attack us 


Samuel Francis says that there are good reasons why 
America is so unpopular in some parts of the world 








66 e’re at war”, the young waitress, 

her voice catching, informed me 
when I first heard of the terrorist attacks on 
the World Trade Center and the Pentagon 
this week. She was hardly the only one. 
“America at war”, the Washington Times’ 
lead editorial pronounced the next day. “It’s 
WAR”, screamed its editorial cartoon. A 
“new kind of war has been declared on the 
world’s democracies”, the Wall Street 
Journal’s editorial pontificated. “The War 
against America” was the subject of the New 
York Times editorial. “A state of war”, the 
Washington Post called it. “This is war”, 
pronounced columnist Charles Krauthammer. 
“They were acts of war,” confirmed the 
President of the United States. 

Well, it probably is - except that, even 
as everyone from waitresses to the President 
was declaring war or howling for it, nobody 
was exactly sure who we were at war with. 
The usual suspect was the shadowy Osama 
bin Laden, though some experts said the 
attacks didn’t fit his profile, and even if we 
were sure, no one seemed able to say how 
we should wage the war, how we could win 
it, or what would constitute victory. Mainly, 
what most Americans wanted to do - entirely 
understandably - was to blow the hell out 
of somebody or something. No doubt, in 
time, we will. 

But the blunt truth is that the United 
States has been at war for years — at least a 
decade, since we launched a war against Iraq 
in 1991, even though Iraq had done 
absolutely nothing to harm the United States 
or any American. Our bombing attacks on 
Iraq certainly caused civilian casualties, and 
if they were not deliberate, nobody beating 
the war drums at the time felt much regret 
for them. For ten years, we have maintained 
economic sanctions on Iraq that have led to 
the deaths of hundreds of thousands of 
civilians, and we have repeatedly bombed it 


- 


whenever it failed to abide by standards we 
imposed on it. 

Under Bill Clinton, we again launched 
bombing raids against civilians — once against 
so-called “terrorist training camps” 
supposedly under bin Laden’s control in 
Afghanistan and at the same time against a 
purported “chemical weapons factory” in 
Sudan that almost certainly was no such 
thing. The attacks just happened to occur 
on the same day as Monica Lewinsky’s 
grand jury testimony that she had engaged 
in sex with the President. “This is 
unfortunately the war of the future”, 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright said 
in justifying the US raids, officially launched 
in retaliation for terrorist attacks on 
American embassies. 

Later the same year, Mr Clinton ordered 
(but later countermanded) yet more missile 
attacks on Iraq - the day after the Paula Jones 
sex scandal was settled in court. Later yet 
again Mr Clinton ordered more bombings 
in Iraq the day before Congress was 
scheduled to vote on his impeachment. Then 
there are the Balkans, where the United States 
has waddled forth to war for no compelling 
reason, and where it has also slaughtered 
civilians with its unprovoked bombings. 

In all the buckets of media gabble about 
the terrorist attacks in New York and 
Washington, not once have I heard any 
journalist ask any expert the simple question, 
“Why did the terrorists attack us?” There 
is, of course, an implicit answer to the 
unasked question: It’s because the terrorists 
are ‘evil’; they ‘hate democracy’; they are 
‘fanatics’, ‘barbarians’ and ‘cowards’. 
Those, of course, are answers that can satisfy 
only children. Some day it might actually 
dawn on someone in this country that the 
grown-up but unwelcome answer is that the 
terrorists attacked us because they were 
paying us back for what we started. 


“The first mistake we made was to forget, amid peace and prosperity, what the face of 
sheer evil looks like. This forgetting has been easy for us. We are taught it in the 
schools, where children are instructed that there is no such thing as evil, only differences 
in point of view. You see, to admit the existence of evil means we would have to define 
evil according to someone’s morality and we all know that in a multi-cultural society 


this would be wrong. 


“Knowing that there is evil carries with it many practical advantages. For instance, 
captains of commercial airplanes used to carry side arms, but politicians who didn’t 
believe in evil long ago disarmed them. Armed pilots could have made quite a difference 


for the good on Tuesday.” 


Orthodox Rabbi Daniel Lapin, president of Toward Tradition, a national 
coalition of Jews and Christians, commenting on the attack on the World Trade 
Centre and the Pentagon. Seattle, WA, Sept. 13, 2001 























Let us hear no more about how the 


“terrorists” have “declared war on 
America”. Any nation that allows a criminal 
chief executive to use its military power to 
slaughter civilians in unprovoked and legally 
unauthorised attacks for his own personal 
political purposes can expect whatever the 
“terrorists” dish out to it. If, as President 
Bush told us this week, we should make no 
distinction between those who harbour 
terrorists and those who commit terrorist 
acts, neither can any distinction be made 
between those who tolerate the murderous 
policies of a criminal in power and the 
criminal himself. 

The blunt and quite ugly truth is that 
the United States has been at war for years, 
that it started the war in the name of 
“spreading democracy’, ‘building nations’, 
‘waging peace’, ‘stopping aggression’, 
‘enforcing human rights’, and all the other 
pious lies that warmongers always invoke to 
mask the truth, and that it continued the war 
simply to save a crook from political ruin. 

What is new is merely that this week, 
for the first time, the war we started came 
home - and all of a sudden, Americans don’t 
seem to care for it so much. Q) 


Samuel Francis is a nationally syndicated 
American columnist and editor of the 
Samuel Francis Newsletter 
(www.samfrancis.net) 
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The American century 








Alfred Sherman says that the 11th September attacks 
were a direct consequence of America’s naive foreign policies 





“Surtout, pas trop de zéle” 
Talleyrand 


I will take time before the dazzling impact 
of the recent historically horrific exercise 
in freelance Muslim terrorism against a 
country which has recently done more to 
extend Muslim rule at the expense of 
Christian neighbours than any since 
Palmerston and Disraeli, working loosely 
with bin Laden-trained and equipped 
Muslim terrorists, gives way to a sober 
assessment of the 21st Century hazards 
generated by American hegemony for the 
world, not least for America itself. In 
retrospect, the successful and horrific act 
of terror will be seen as a sideshow, and 
probably a counter-productive irritant, while 
the problems generated by the USA’s sudden 
and partly unsought world hegemony remain 
to be confronted. 

The term ‘imperialism’, once positive, 
now pejorative, should be used neutrally. 
Empires have played a major part in human 
history, bringing languages, alphabets, 
religions, communications, culture and 
government. The Greek, Roman, Muslim- 
Arab, Spanish, Portuguese, French and 
British empires made the world we live in. 
Others, like the Persian, Mongol and 
German ruled large swathes for long periods, 
but left little, if anything, behind. It has been 
said that the British acquired their empire 
in a fit of absent-mindedness; much the same 
could be said of America’s recent hegemony. 

American imperialism can be divided 
into three periods. First came territorial 
expansionism to make way for resettlement. 
Once independent of Britain, the colonies 
launched unsuccessful wars against Canada, 
spread across the continent into settled 
Mexican territory and engaged in genocidal 
wars against the American Indians, pace 
Hollywood, killing off nine tenths of them. 
The second stage was the war against Spain, 
which gave the US traditional style colonies: 
Puerto Rico, the Philippines (where 200,000 
citizens were killed in wars of resistance) 
and large numbers of Pacific islands to add 
to Hawaii and create a Pacific shield. The 
third stage is American hegemony, spreading 
into Europe, the Near and Middle East, parts 
of Asia and Latin America. There is not 
much the US can do to temper the wind in 
Latin America. Though one can easily 
compile a list of the US sins of omission or 
commission in Latin America, it is basically 
a scapegoat for that continent’s failures. For 
every intellectual who blames the gringos 
for his country’s ills, there are a dozen 
people who dream of living in the USA, even 
as illegals at the bottom of the pile. The 
experience of the Cuban missile crisis, 


communist rule in Nicaragua and communist 
terror in El Salvador in a shrinking world 
make it harder for the US to relinquish its 
levels of involvement. A test will come when 
Castro leaves the controls. 


The changing nature of NATO 


NATO, originally devised as a defensive 
weapon against the very real threat of 
Stalinist expansion, has turned into a major 
instrument of American domination. This 
need not necessarily have been so, and was 
undertaken without a national debate in the 
US or Europe. Whereas the previous 
functions of NATO were clearly spelled out, 
its present objectives are clouded in 
euphemisms. 

The first question which any military 
alliance should answer - who is the enemy? 
— is left unanswered. The first victims were 
the Christian Serbs, subjected to a crippling 
blockade and then lethal bombardment; the 
second have been the Macedonians, whose 
statehood and identity are now in question. 
The first beneficiaries have been the ultra- 
nationalist and indeed clerico-fascist Croats 
and the Slav and Albanian Muslims. NATO 
has transformed Kosovo-Metohija into an 
Albanian-style state with strong bin Ladenite 
links. Public figures as prestigious as 
Kissinger, a former academic turned leading 
statesman, questioned the rationale of the 
Kosovo adventure, but to no avail, for 
reasons I discuss below. The UKL, 
originally sponsored by bin Laden, has now 
irrupted into Macedonia under NATO 
sponsorship, calling its survival into 
question. As the Piedmont of projected 
Greater Albania, the UKL in Kosovo and 
now Macedonia is set to move against 
irredenta in Montenegro, Greece and 
Bulgaria, creating serious dilemmas for its 
NATO sponsors and indicating that world 
supremacy not only has a price but creates 
intractable dilemmas. 

NATO has already absorbed the Czech 
Republic and Poland, both of which have 
more to fear from Germany, with its eyes 
on irredenta within their borders, than from 
Russia. NATO is now casting its eyes further, 
not omitting the Baltic states which can be 
a source of conflict with Russia, whose 
interest in these territories antedates NATO 
by several centuries. The US/NATO/EC is 
also exerting pressure in the Ukraine, the 
Balkans, the Danube basin and southern 
periphery of Russia, where new sources of 
oil and gas and new routes for their transport 
westward avoiding Russian territory are 
being traced. 

On the other side of the world, American 
geography and recent history posit a 


presence in South Korea, Japan and Taiwan, 
one of the most successful of post-war states. 
After decades of conflict with communist 
China, the US has yet to elaborate a decisive 
China policy, though it can do little more 
than react to China’s unpredictable 
initiatives. 

The US as Middle East mediator 


Having led the anti-Iraq coalition following 
the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the US remains 
ensconced in the region, unable to topple 
Saddam or exert more than a watching brief 
on his plans to evolve new weapons of mass 
destruction. American involvement in Arab- 
Israel relations characterises diminishing 
returns to proactive world supremacy. 

Since the Republic’s foundation, it has 
retained its New World idealism, the zeal 
against which Talleyrand warned. The belief 
that they had shaken the dust of the corrupt, 
monarchical old world from their feet and 
established the rule of liberty and virtue still 
dominates their thinking: it takes for granted 
that no problems should be insoluble. 
Clinton brought the largely insoluble Arab- 
Israel conflict into the heart of Washington. 
Israel’s greater dependence on Washington’s 
largesse and military support made it the 
more pliable. But no Israeli government 
could agree to terms which entailed acceding 
to Arafat’s avowed aim of abolishing the 
Jewish state and expelling if not killing its 
inhabitants. Hence, Camp David, which 
brought massive concessions by Israel and 
funds from the EC for Arafat, in return for 
nothing but further demands, aroused 
unfulfillable hopes. The US, in its role of 
honest broker, found itself supporting Israel 
willy-nilly when it brought workable 
preliminary proposals, whereas the Arabs 
have nothing to offer but intifada, violence 
and demands tantamount to Israel’s eventual 
dissolution. A major effect of the renewed 
conflict was to undermine the Israeli peace 
movement and Labour Party and give 
General Sharon a representative status at 
home he had previously lacked as an 
architect of several disasters. 

In the circumstances, the Americans 
could follow no other policies, with minor 
reservations which irk the Israelis without 
mollifying the Arabs. But this allowed them 
to be presented as one-sided supporters of 
Israel. It is used against them by our anti- 
Israeli Stalinists, eg the Guardian and the 
BBC, to condone the new round of anti- 
American terrorism. 

Yet ample evidence shows that the terror 
campaign embodied in the present outrage 
was set in motion several years ago, long 
before the Camp David agreements turned 
out to be a mirage, and while Arafat and 
Rabin were universally hailed as blue-eyed 
boys. The Americans’ cardinal fault was 
their high-profile involvement in the lost 
cause of brokering Arab-Israeli peace, 
resulting from their meliorative zeal. The 
terrorist assault is being used in Europe and 
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the Arab world to rationalise the demand 
that the US throw Israel to the wolves, but 
the present mood in the US runs counter 
to this. 


Oiling the wheels 


I mentioned above that the US decision to 
convert NATO from a defensive alliance into 
an instrument of hegemony, and its 
consequent pogrom against the Serbs and 
generous support for Slav and Albanian 
Muslim expansion, represented a turning 
point - which requires explanation. 

To some extent, the temptation to use 
diplomatic and military power to gain an 
expanded share of Caspian oil following 
relaxation of Moscow’s control over states 
in the basin - Azerbajdjan, Kazakhstan, 
Turkmenistan, Georgia and Armenia - 
played a part. Oil is worth fighting for. 

But one cannot rule out the role of 
Croatian and Albanian bribery. The USA is 
a corrupt country, not more so than many 
others but not less so either. It is 
commonplace for the criminal underworld 
even more than legitimate big business to 
control politicians, judges, police and 
government at state and city levels. In the 
past, this has been done mainly to protect 
them in their criminal or business activities, 
although the Mafia’s provision of sexual 
partners to Jack Kennedy and his brothers 
must have had political overtones which 
America is coy to trace. 

However, the Croats and Albanians are 
another matter. The wartime Croat Ustasi 
government imposed by the Germans not 
only killed off three quarters of a million 
Serbs and all the Jews it could lay its hands 
on but confiscated all Jewish property. This 
wealth was smuggled out of the country after 
Germany’s defeat with the aid of the Vatican 
and Swiss banks, first to Argentina and then 
to Canada and the United States. The money 
was used among other things for political 
activities leading to the eventual 
establishment of a semi-fascist xenophobic 
state in Croatia with German aid, from 
which any remaining Serbs were expelled 
with NATO help. It was Croat Ustasi money 
which fed into illegal party accounts held 
by Kohl and his colleagues and subsequently 
bought their pardons. In the USA, this 
money went as “campaign contributions” - 
Americanese for bribes — and helped the 
Croatian campaign for the break-up of 
Yugoslavia and the creation of a Greater 
Croatia from which rooted Serb 
communities were expelled en masse, 
several thousand being killed in the process. 
The Albanians went even further. In recent 
decades, they have become one of the largest 
criminal communities in the world, matching 
the Sicilians. Their part in the heroin traffic 
from Afghanistan across to Italy and the 
USA is second only to that of the Turkish 
gangs. They control prostitution in several 
Italian cities and, according to Scotland 
Yard, in central London, where they have 


largely ousted the once familiar Maltese 
ponces. In the USA, the Albanian pizzerias 
serve as important links in drug trafficking 
and money-laundering. They finance the 
lavishly funded Albanian Political Action 
Committee (PAC). Politicians who have 
benefited from Albanian Mafia largesse 
include Senators Dole, Lieberman, Hilary 
Rodham Clinton - who was helped to buy a 
dwelling in New York State, and bullied her 
husband into bombing Serbia - McCain and 
Llatos among others. 

Senator Dole played a key role. It will 
be remembered that at an EC conference on 
the future of Bosnia in Lisbon in 1991/2, 
after Croatia and Slovenia had broken up 
Yugoslavia with German and Austrian help, 
Lord Carrington brokered an agreement 
between the representatives of the Serbs, 
Muslims and Croats on constitutional 
changes to facilitate a peaceful transition. 
But in the meantime a new US ambassador 
had been dispatched to Belgrade, Warren 
Zimmerman, in place of President Bush’s 
nomination of a Serb-American notable for 
charitable work. Dole was able to do this 
thanks partly to his power in the Senate, 
which controls such appointments, and 
partly because neither Bush nor his 
colleagues, concerned about election 
prospects, saw any great significance in 
the matter. 

However, when the Lisbon conference 
was temporarily halted while the three 
delegations returned to their regions to 
achieve ratification of the agreement, 
Zimmerman flew to Sarajevo. He persuaded 
Aljia Izetbegovic, the senior Muslim 
delegate, a fanatic Muslim fundamentalist, 
as his Islamic Declaration indicates, to 
renege on the agreement, promising full 
American diplomatic and military aid. 
Izetbegovic accepted Zimmerman’s urgings, 
rejected the agreement and declared a unified 
Bosnian state with a Muslim majority (large 
numbers of Serbs, who had been the largest 
community for centuries, had been killed 
by Croats and their Muslim allies during 
the German occupation, and others had been 
resettled in the Vojvodina after the war). He 
prepared for war, but without American help 
would not have succeeded. Tens of thousands 
of people, mainly Muslims, died as a result 
of the Dole-Zimmerman stratagem, and the 
bin Ladenites gained their expanded foothold 
in the Balkans. 

Izetbegovic was supported by contingents 
of foreign mujahedin from the bin Laden 
camps. Many have remained in Bosnia and 
many travel on Bosnian passports. Bin 
Laden’s training and support was even more 
important when the UKL terrorists launched 
their attacks on Serbs and non-militant 
Albanians in Kosovo, with the connivance 
of the CIA and German intelligence, in order 
to provoke Serbian reprisals and pave the 
way for American intervention designed to 
annex Kosovo. Though in theory Islam is 
totally against drug trafficking and use, the 


No more ‘splendid isolation’ 


Paradoxically, fears have been expressed 
that the attacks might revive 
isolationism in the USA. These fears 
ignore the train of historical 
development. Isolationism was an 
option during the 19th Century, when 
the USA was virtually immune from 
outside attack, with a friendly Canada 
to the north, and a chaotic Mexico to 
the south, which, like Central America, 
could be invaded at will. American 
suspicion of European monarchies with 
their intrigues and secret treaties fostered 
the belief that Uncle Sam, God’s own 
country, was better off out of it. 

That splendid isolation was first 
badly dented during the First World 
War, when German U-boats began 
attacking American shipping at will 
right up to America’s Atlantic coast. It 
was further dented in 1941, when 
Japanese carrier-based planes attacked 
Pearl Harbour, and might equally have 
attacked San Diego. Further dents came 
when the Soviets developed ICBMs, and 
when communism crossed the Atlantic 
to Cuba and Central America. Now, 
lastly, Muslim fundamentalist kamikazes 
have developed new variants of urban 
terror with ingenuity and determination 
which could have been devoted to better 
things. The US cannot opt out. But it 
needs more than just armed force and 
diplomatic power. It needs much greater 
sophistication, and a consciousness that 
however strong and geographically 
separate it may be, it lives in an 
eternally dangerous world. 

In subsequent articles I hope to look 
at Islam as a present component of that 
giant obstacle course which the US and 
its allies must needs navigate. 





bin Ladenites and their protégés are involved 
in narco-terrorism. There is ample evidence 
of this, although Western media are coy 
about it. Leading members of the CIA have 
gone on record expressing concern at the 
bin Laden terrorist influence in Bosnia, 
Albania, Kosovo and Macedonia, but their 
concern has yet to influence policy-making 
levels. How this will sit with George Bush’s 
“crusade” against Muslim terrorism remains 
to be seen. 

Anything I write in mid-September could 
be hopelessly out of date by the time this 
article appears. So I exit with the consideration 
that the 11th September attack is both a 
turning point and a link in a long, centuries- 
old chain. Harry Truman said that the only 
new data are the history you don’t know. As 
a one-time student of Arabic and Islam, I 
recommend that our enthusiasm and militancy 
be tempered with historical vision. Q 
Sir Alfred Sherman was a co-founder of the 
Centre for Policy Studies, and was an 
adviser to Margaret Thatcher 
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The West in danger -— lessons from literature 





Frank Ellis says that Westerners can learn a lot from a classic French novel 





battered ship, taken over by India’s 
starving, indigent and diseased, sets 
sail for Europe. Eventually it lands on the 
Mediterranean coast of France, spewing its 
cargo onto French soil. France is stunned. 
Not only is this invasion not resisted by the 
vast majority of France, but the French 
political establishment, aided and abetted 
by the print and broadcast media, and 
France’s own ‘anti-racist’ industrial 
complex, colludes in France’s destruction 
by refusing to take the necessary measures 
to defend the nation’s territorial integrity. 
Such in brief is the basic plot line of Jean 
Raspail’s The Camp of the Saints, which was 
first published in French - Le Camp des 
Saints - in 1973. 

Meanwhile, we have seen huge numbers 
of Mexicans invading California, Arizona 
and Texas, as well as unknown, but certainly 
large, numbers of aliens infiltrating the West 
from Eastern Europe and, more recently, 
the attempt by Afghan illegal immigrants to 
enter Australia on the Tampa. And here and 
now we witness the disgraceful, nightly 
spectacle of illegal immigrants entering this 
country through the Channel Tunnel. The 
British public no longer believes the Home 
Office’s bland assurances about getting 
tough with illegal immigrants. The fact of 
the matter is that the Home Office has no 
real idea of the numbers of illegal aliens in 
this country. The Camp of the Saints appears 
then as some kind of gruesome prophecy of 
an impending Third World immigrant 
invasion, which in many ways it undoubtedly 
is. As the allusion to Revelation (20, 9) in 
the title suggests, the novel is apocalyptic, 
nothing less than the end of the West. For 
that alone it deserves to be read. 

However, the novel’s real strength lies, 
I suggest, in the pitiless analysis of Western 
moral and intellectual cowardice and above 
all the failure of the West’s leaders to act to 
defend their people in the face of clear and 
present danger. The central theme of the 
novel is the nation, in this case France, but 
equally Britain, Germany, Italy or the US, 
and the question of why nations and empires 
survive or fall. In this, the tenth year after 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, and at a 
time of ever more brazen incursions by 
illegal immigrants and the violent attacks 
by Third World states on the West, these 
are matters of great import. 

Raspail identifies a number of 
weaknesses which work in favour of the 
West’s enemies. First and foremost, there 
is the sin of unbridled compassion and 
charity, directed towards aliens who interpret 
such acts as weakness, an absence of a steely 
determination on the part of the European 
to defend home and hearth. 

The question that Raspail places before 





the reader at every stage as the drama unfolds 
is brutally simple. France is about to be 
invaded. The invaders are not carrying guns 
or landing on the French coast from landing 
craft supported by warplanes. Their main 
weapon is their wretchedness, their squalor, 
their misery, which they, ably assisted by 
France’s Leftwing media, use to weaken the 
resolve of the French to use armed force to 
repel them. Unwilling or unable to kill these 
invaders, France falls. Nothing in France’s 
long and glorious history has prepared her 
for resistance to such weapons. Hitherto, 
history’s enemies have always come with sword 
and fire. Now they use the images of disease- 
ridden children in Sudan or Calcutta beamed 
into French homes. France and the West have 
been defeated long before the first ships run 
aground and the illegals hit the beaches. 

Indeed, there is something quite perverse 
and unnatural when large numbers of church 
leaders, politicians and academics put the 
interests of aliens before those of their own 
countrymen. Such behaviour must be seen 
as a form of self-loathing which when it 
becomes national policy is a form of suicide. 

One of the more astonishing prophecies 
in The Camp of the Saints concerns the 
aftermath of France’s failure to defend 
herself from immigrant aggression. The 
message is not lost on the large immigrant 
populations in other Western states. In 
Britain, Raspail tells us, representatives of 
the Non-European Commonwealth Committee 
have taken over London and one of their 
non-negotiable demands is that the Queen’s 
“younger son marry a Pakistani”. As the 
author asks: “To destroy a symbol or to make 
it their own?” (p286). 

Now recall the launch of the Parekh 
Report last October and the comments of 
one Kate Gavron: “It would have been great 
if Prince Charles had been told to marry 
someone black. Imagine what sort of 
message that would have sent out”. (Daily 
Telegraph, 17th October 2000). Raspail’s 
prescience is remarkable, which is one of a 
number of reasons why The Camp of the 
Saints is a compelling and frightening novel 
in the year 2001. 

Strip away Gavron’s nauseating 
sentimentality, and you see something rather 
nasty here. Note the compulsion in that most 
sensitive of areas, the choice of spouse, and 
you can see where this multicultural 
repression can lead. Maybe it is inconceivable 
that the race bureaucrats would ever try to 
decide the race of our spouse, but then it 
probably seemed inconceivable to most 
white Americans in the 1960s that they 
would ever allow themselves to be routinely 
persecuted in the name of ‘affirmative 
action’, ‘equal opportunities’ or ‘diversity’. 
But they do now. There appear to be no 


limits, no assault on their liberties, dignity 
and traditions, to which whites in the US 
will not submit in the name of ‘diversity’. 
And we British are starting to behave in the 
same way. 

‘Diversity’ is, of course, one of the key 
words in the cult of the Third World, as it 
would have been called some 25 years ago, 
or multiculturalism, as it is known today. 
‘Diversity’, it seems, is a wonderful thing. 
Why then, one wonders, if ‘diversity’ is such 
a good, do we need sprawling and intrusive 
Soviet-style bureaucracy to force people to 
like it? If ‘diversity’ were so wonderful, 
surely people would be demanding more of 
it. But they do not want more of it - quite 
the reverse. They avoid it at every opportunity, 
while publicly, like our politicians, declaring 
that it is a good thing (for you, mate, not for 
me). On no other subject do people’s public 
statements differ so strikingly from what 
they say in private. 

In the aftermath of the barbarism 
perpetrated against the USA and the free 
world on llth September 2001 that surely 
has to change. We have to face the fact that 
multicultural madness has made things far 
too easy for terrorists. For in the name of 
multiculturalism, we have all but abandoned 
any form of border controls - only ‘racists’ 
have border controls. In the name of political 
correctness, a staunch ally of multi- 
culturalism, we have allowed feminism to 
influence recruitment, selection and 
promotion procedures in the armed forces, 
so weakening their operational efficiency. 
War is man’s work, and there is man’s work 
to be done. 

Worst of all at a time of crisis, we 
discover that for too long we have allowed a 
fifth column in our schools and our 
universities to undermine our history and 
ridicule our warriors, so shaking our resolve 
to act decisively. 

Camouflaged as the brotherhood of man, 
multiculturalism is really the cult of hate. It 
has a lot to answer for. Rest assured, that as 
the full scale of the task before President 
Bush and the West becomes clear more and 
more cowardly voices will be heard 
demanding ‘understanding’, ‘respect for 
diversity’, ‘compassion’, ‘tolerance’, 
‘inclusiveness’ and ‘forgiveness’ as an 
excuse for inaction. Let us hope that in the 
months ahead the gods of war will steel our 
hearts, as we make ready to avenge our dead. 


Dr Frank Ellis is a lecturer in Russian and 
Slavonic Studies at the University of Leeds, 
and the author of The Macpherson Report: 
‘Anti-racist’ hysteria and the Sovietization of 
the United Kingdom (Right Now Press, 2001) 


To obtain copies of The Camp of the Saints, 
and The Macpherson Report please see the 
advert on page 17 
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odern terrorism was developed and 
deployed by the Soviets in the 1960s 
as a primary instrument in their international 
socialist struggle against capitalism and 
democracy. Clear warnings about the threat 
posed to the Free World by terrorists were 
largely ignored, especially after the collapse 
of communist power in Europe in the early 
1990s (see Becker, J, The Soviet Connection: 
State Sponsorship of Terrorism, YEDSS, 
1985). 

However, the terrorist international has 
continued to flourish under new manage- 
ment, with established networks of operatives, 
armourers, agents of influence, sleepers, 
media contacts and sources of funding 
maintained and reinvigorated. Its ultimate 
objective — subversion of Western morale, 
sabotage of the global market economy and 
the destruction of freedom - remains the 
same as ever, as do its primary operational 
targets, including particularly Northern 
Ireland, Israel, Saudi Arabia, southern 
Africa and the United States. The 11 
September massacre is the most substantial 
achievement of this anti-democratic mafia 
to date. 

Thousands of our people have been 
barbarously slaughtered in plain view and 
in the heartland of the Free World by alien 
fanatics. Thousands upon thousands more 
have been cruelly robbed of their loved ones 
and their dreams. Symbols of our freedom 
have been savagely obliterated. The 
economic system has been gravely shaken. 
Civilisation has been impertinently challenged 
by a gang of psychotic barbarians, the Arab 
and Islamic heirs of Lenin, Stalin, Hitler 
and Mao. 

We shall weep. We shall mourn. We shall 
recover. We shall rebuild. We shall 
relentlessly pursue the criminals responsible, 
their associates and supporters everywhere, 
and the godfathers of this act of war. They 
will be conquered and crushed as certainly 
and as completely as Nazi and Communist 
enemies of freedom and democracy were 
conquered and crushed before. These 
mangled bodies are a wake-up call for the 
Free World to continue civilisation’s crusade 
- in which we pusillanimously slacked in 
the 1990s - to extirpate evil everywhere. 


Practical and ideological difficulties 


There are, however, practical and ideological 
difficulties on the path towards the victory 
of good over evil and right over wrong. I 
touch on six of them here: British 
capitulation to terrorism in Ulster; the 
West’s betrayal of Israel; the deadly virus 
of envious anti-Americanism; specious Third 
Worldist concepts of justice; pseudo- 
Christian opposition to war and sloppy 
immigration policies. 

Britain’s historic and proper role in 
foreign affairs in the modern era is to serve 
as the United States’ loyal ally in the defence 
of freedom - arming the American nerve 
for the fight from time to time. Mr Blair is 
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David Marsland says that the West needs to take off the gloves _ 





so far carrying it through well, but his efforts 
are gravely undermined by his continuing 
capitulation to IRA terrorists. Their 
connections with Libya, the Colombian Left 
and Kurdish terrorists are well established. 
If he is serious about fighting terrorism, 
policy on Ulster must change fundamentally. 
Released prisoners should be re-arrested, 
active Republican insurrectionists liquidated 
and Sinn Fein banned. 

The new crusade is even more seriously 
crippled by shabby Western deals with 
Palestinian terrorists and their murderous 
leader Arafat. Ever since 1948, the 
Palestinians have pursued the destruction of 
Israel, resorting indiscriminately to war, 
terrorism and diplomatic blackmail. We 
should throw our support wholeheartedly 
behind Ariel Sharon - the only genuinely 
elected democratic leader in the region. We 
should franchise to the Israeli state the task 
of controlling terrorism throughout 
Palestine, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and 
Egypt, with American and British energies 
focused elsewhere. Yielding to Palestinian 
terrorist blackmail, like capitulation in the 
face of IRA bombings, has been a major 
source of encouragement to bin Laden and 
the whole international terrorist network. 
We should call the bluff of moderate Arab 
states, and test their loyalties: are they with 
us (including the Israelis) or with the 
terrorists? Are they partners in civilisation, 
or the vanguard of barbarism? 


“A free society should 

provide freedom for its 

own people, not for its 
potential enemies” 





Terrorist anti-Semitism is underpinned 
by vicious anti-Americanism. Cultivated 
assiduously by Leftist and liberal 
intellectuals all across Europe, disseminated 
actively by childishly irresponsible media, 
and orchestrated by the Anglophone-hating 
French state and its bully-boy German 
henchmen, its roots are to be found — not at 
all in mistaken American policies or 
deficiencies in American culture — but in 
simple envy and gross anti-capitalism. 

Transmitted on socialist networks from 
France, Germany and Russia to Third World 
elites, anti-Americanism has festered 
destructively for decades, feeding not on 
facts but on its own poisonous lies, and 
breeding mass murderers by the thousand. 
If the worldwide fight against terrorism is 
to be successful, anti-Americanism has to 
be exposed, explained and eradicated. 

The media bleat endlessly about the 
‘underlying causes’ of the conflict and ‘the 


sources of terrorist support’ — as if some- ™ 


how the blame can be transferred to America ~ 


and Israel from its real roots in the paranoid 
Arab and Islamic (and more broadly Third 
World) psyche. This has been widely 
corrupted by spurious socialist and pseudo- 
Christian concepts of justice which demand 
equality as of right, success without effort 
and economic progress without cultural 
change. 

This Third Worldist fantasy is 
enthusiastically propagated by Western 
NGOs and through the United Nations, but 
if Arabs, Muslims (and Africans) fall for it, 
it is their own fault. We can help them 
correct their misconceptions about the nature 
of justice and reality, but essentially it is up 
to them. We cannot let utopian fairy-tales 
stand in the way of a just war against 
terrorists. 

A further barrier to success in 
prosecuting the war against terrorism was 
already evident as soon as its planning 
began. The peaceniks are back with a 
vengeance - CND fellow-travellers, under- 
employed priests, Leftwing journalists, 
experts in ‘peace studies’, Islamic scholars’, 
Hampstead liberals, ambitious TV 
presenters, spitefully uncharitable charity 
workers — all of them hysterically demanding 
‘moderation’ (ie, appeasement), ‘careful 
targeting’ (ie, military failure) and ‘patient 
diplomacy’ (ie, capitulation to the terrorists). 
If we are at war, these people are traitors. 
They should be silenced. 

Finally, there is the not insignificant 
problem of our sloppy immigration and 
alien-control policies. The FBI investigation 
has already revealed an extraordinary world 
of tourists, students, legal and illegal 
immigrants, bogus ‘asylum-seekers’ and 
assorted riff-raff from the Third World 
drifting freely on forged documents right 
across North America and Europe. These 
are our countries, and we must urgently 
become a deal more careful about whom we 
let in and how carefully we watch them. 
They may be terrorists. A free society should 
provide freedom for its own people, not for 
its potential enemies. 


Defend freedom 


In the first round of our retaliation, we 
must at least destroy completely Al Qaeda, 
the Taleban and Saddam’s tyrannous 
apparatus in Iraq. Thereafter, there is 
serious work to be done in Sudan, Syria, 
Libya and - unless they undertake it 
themselves — Iran, Cuba and Colombia to 
follow. This is a war, and we must win it. U 


Professor David Marsland is a sociologist 
and President of the National Radical 
League (Suite 359, 28 Old Brompton Road, 
London, SW7 3DL) 
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Derek Turner meets outspoken Tory peer Lord Tebbit 





During the general election campaign, you alleged that 
the United Kingdom Independence Party had been 
infiltrated by the security services, to spoil 
Conservative chances in particular seats. Can you 
recapitulate the story? 


A disgruntled former employee of UKIP came to see me. His 
credentials were excellent — he had a long career on the Left of the 
Labour Party, and had once opposed our membership of the 
European Community. He said UKIP had been manipulated by two 
people at least — whom he named — whom he believed to be working 
for British secret intelligence. The story sounded unlikely, but | 
discovered that both of these people were, indeed, “former” agents, 
although | was told they were no longer active. | rang one of the 
people concerned and asked them if that person was still active. | 
was told that this was a “disgraceful” and “shameful” thing to ask, 
to which | said “You can dispose of the question very easily by 
saying ‘No’”. The ‘phone was slammed down — so | concluded that 
the person concerned was at the very least a former agent. | then 
discovered that the same two people had entered the Referendum 
Party before the 1997 election in exactly the same way — one 
entering first, and then recruiting the second. And of course, Jimmy 
Goldsmith didn’t achieve as much as he ought to have done, despite 
his determination and expenditure. | think this may go some way to 
explaining why UKIP deviated from its earlier tactic of standing 
principally against Europhile candidates towards a new tactic of 
concentrating a great deal of fire in seats where Eurosceptic 
Conservatives were either defending a narrow majority or had a 
chance of overturning one. 

It may seem incredible that British intelligence should intervene 
in the affairs of a political party, but if you look back at the past it’s 
not so incredible. First of all, the Central Intelligence Agency was 
funding the European movement in the early 1970s, presumably 
with our government’s consent. Secondly, after the Attlee 
government's brave decision to help establish NATO, there was 
always pressure from the Left for Britain to pull out of NATO. 
Since all three major parties had declared that it was in Britain’s 
national interest to be a part of NATO, there was a locus for the 
intelligence services to take an interest — to put it mildly — in small 
parties or in individuals within the major parties that tried to get us 
out, or who were trying to get their party’s policy changed. Today, 
all three major parties have been saying for some time that it is in 
Britain’s national interest to be part of the European Union. The 
same logic could presumably apply. 


Your disagreements with Michael Portillo are often 
caricatured as mere ‘homophobia’. What were your 
specific grounds for disagreement with what he 
proposed —- and what some of his supporters still 
propose — for the Conservative Party? 


| had not been able to convince myself, even during his Thatcherite 
period, when he was making extraordinary speeches of the “Who 
dares wins” variety — which quite clearly was a horribly false note — 
that Portillo was what he said he was in political terms. | don’t 
mean that he was an adventurer, but | formed the opinion that he 
was uncertain of his own views. My view was, and is, that | know 
who Michael was yesterday, and who he is today, but | have no idea 
who he will be tomorrow. That seemed to me to be a very unsound 
basis for leading a political party. His dalliances and experiments 
with homosexuality when he was young were to be looked at in 
the light that he was probably far from the only member of the 
House of Commons or the Lords who had such experience, and if 
one precluded everyone on that basis, one would slim politics down 
quite considerably. But | was concerned as to whether he had been 




















































































































“Fascinating glimpses behind the 

scenes...”, “...makes this story more gripping than 

any political thriller” — unusually the publisher’s dust- 
jacket ‘blurb’ is justified with Lord Tebbit’s autobiography. 


absolutely frank about the full extent of it; this was not a matter of 
the behaviour itself but whether he was at ease with himself. 
Michael’s agenda had amongst its objectives “inclusivity” and 
opening the party more generously to members of ethnic minorities. 
Well, I’m in favour of that as well, but the one issue that attracted 
support from temples, mosques, synagogues and the black 
evangelical churches alike was Section 28, so to reopen that issue 
seemed to me to be contrary to the objective of inclusivity. 


One of the commonest criticisms levelled at lain 
Duncan Smith is that he is ‘dull’. As a prominent 
supporter of his, how would you respond to that charge? 


During the continuing foot and mouth epidemic, who had the 
greatest credibility on television? Not the politicians, certainly not 
the civil servants, not even the vets. It was the army officers. As 
soon as they came onto the screen, they provided immediate 
assurance that things were under control and were being properly 
managed. The same was true during the disastrous war in Yugoslavia. 
Duncan Smith has the air of a service officer and in that sense | 
think he becomes much more credible. By deploying his plain, 
personal style of speaking, lain may in fact make it very difficult for 
Blair, who is not good at the plain, personal stuff. Blair is at a loss 
the minute he gets outside the House of Commons — and perhaps 
even in the House of Commons! 


What radical ideas will Duncan Smith be promoting? 


He’s been putting forward some radical ideas, particularly in 
education — the way we should manage schools, diminishing or 





8 Right Now! October/December 2001 


even abolishing the local educational authorities. | think he is also 
willing to look at how we can radically reform the NHS. The NHS 
used to be the biggest employer in Europe, after the Red Army — | 
suspect it may now have overtaken the Red Army! A little while 
ago, | asked in the House of Lords how many layers of management 
there were between the Secretary of State and a staff nurse on a 
ward in a hospital, and the answer was not only that they did not 
know, but they didn’t think it mattered! 

When | was a young man | quite often found myself flying across 
the Sahara, and would see these tremendous thunderstorms with 
rain pouring out of the bottom. But the rain never reached the 
ground; it dried up on the way down. That's rather like NHS funding; 
it goes into the Secretary of State’s office but it never actually gets 
down to where it’s needed. | think that giving health workers greater 
control over their own hospitals, giving the clinicians greater control 
and giving local managers greater control, would have the support 
of IDS and win a great deal of support. 


During the furore about John Townend’s remarks about 
immigration, you said that you didn’t “know any happy 
multicultural society”. Many people seem to confuse 
the terms multicultural and multiracial. What exactly 
do you mean by the term? 


My culture is what | believe; my race is what | was born. My culture 
is an option, but | can’t change my race. | don’t regard the race of 
anybody to be particularly important. | either like people or | don’t 
like them, and that cuts right across racial lines. There is no reason 
why different races cannot live comfortably alongside each other; 
the question is culture. 

For a society to exist, it has to have a culture. If it has two cultures, 
then there are two societies. All experience suggests that having 
two societies co-existing in the same territory leads to problems. 
The names of the places trip off the tongue — Northern Ireland, Sri 
Lanka, Indonesia, Yugoslavia, the former Soviet Union, Fiji. | do not 
deny that there may be a possibility of happy multiculturalism, but | 
don’t think | have encountered it. That doesn’t mean that individuals 
within a society may not join and uphold a culture which is different 
to that of the majority. It is when these cultures come into conflict 
that society is brought into conflict with itself. 

All of this doesn’t mean that over time we cannot accommodate 
other cultures in an adult manner. The Jewish community has 
retained its culture within an overwhelmingly British culture. | think 
it is more difficult for Islam. One of the strengths and weaknesses 
of Islam is that the concept of an Islamic Reformation is unreal. The 
word of God is the word of God and cannot be changed — whereas 
we have adopted flexibility to an excessive degree since the 
Reformation! 

In this country we have a particularly difficult problem now 
because although our society is in every respect based upon Judeo- 
Christian assumptions, the number of people who believe in that 
culture as such is diminishing quite rapidly. It is hard sometimes to 
believe that the Church of England believes in it any longer. In 
contrast, one finds that Islam has a much stronger hold on most of 
its people and therefore difficulties arise on the boundaries between 
those two cultures. That is not important where there is social 
integration, but in areas like Bradford where there is deep alienation 
amongst young people troubles do tend to erupt. 

On the one side, you find young English people who have no 
culture beyond tattoos, beer and beer-stained Union flags. On the 
other side, there are young people who are losing contact with 
their own Islamic culture and — again — have no culture except 
mouthing Islamic slogans. | think that may give us some long term 
problems. 


What are the implications for British Muslims of the 
Islamic fundamentalist attacks on the World Trade 
Centre and Pentagon? 

The implications for British Muslims could be very serious — or if 
that community is wise it could help to cement it into British society. 
Such outrages are not central to Islam, but Islam can be used — as 


was Christianity at times — to justify them. 

British Muslims who wish to be part of mainstream British society 
will condemn the New York atrocities. They should also go a step 
further and ostracise those who sympathise with the perpetrators. 
That is not to act against their faith. Many of those who committed 
atrocities in former Yugoslavia claimed to be Christians. The IRA 
claim to be Catholics. It does not hurt the faith of Christians to 
condemn the atrocities in Northern Ireland or the Balkans. 

If British Muslims stand alongside the forces of civilisation against 
barbarians born into Islam it will make it much easier for us to see 
them first as British and only then as Muslim. 


What did you make of Labour MP Ann Cryer’s 
suggestions that new immigrants should be compelled 
to undergo English-language proficiency tests, and that 
British-born Asian girls should be encouraged to marry 
British-born Asian men? 


| think she was talking a good deal of sense — but in an even less 
tactful way than | do! Yet because her comments came from the 
Left, it was much more difficult to raise the usual cry of “Rightwing 
extremism”. 

One thing she lit upon is the importance of language. Language 
is the wall of the ghetto; if one can’t communicate with the host 
community where you live, then one is ghettoised, and therefore 
immediately hostile to what is happening on the other side. Of 
course you can’t make people learn the language, but you can make 
it much more comfortable for them if they do learn the language 
than if they don’t. We don’t do that enough; we need more of a 
carrot-and-stick approach. 

The other issue to which you refer is one which should be 
worrying to the Asian community — the extent to which Asian girls 
approaching puberty are withdrawn from school in England and 
dispatched to India or Pakistan to return with a husband who is a 
stranger to the country in which those girls have been born. They 
miss out on education and find themselves with a husband who is — 
again — likely to be self-ghettoised. That causes a great deal of 
difficulty in the relationships between them and their relationships 
with their children and extended family. That is something we can 
do nothing about. The Asian community should try to establish 
some social pressures against this custom. Unfortunately, it can be 
quite a commercial proposition. 

On the whole, in recent times | have been somewhat comforted 
by the fact that when the condemnation about something | have 
said dies down, other people begin quietly to say it. The famous 
“cricket test” which caused so much controversy is now the theme 
of Nasser Hussain. | suppose | couldn’t get a better endorsement 
than that! 

The more these issues are dragged out and talked about in 
public, the better. Q) 
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I is reasonably easy to breed members of 
other species, such as horses, for our own 
purposes and different people may breed 
horses for distinctly different purposes such 
as racehorses and cart-horses. Selective 
breeding is more difficult to apply to our 
own species. It is one thing for some people 
to decide which horses to breed; different 
groups may choose to breed horses for 
different purposes without conflicting with 
each other. It is quite another thing for some 
people to decide which of their fellows may 
breed, and with whom. In “The conservative 
case for the new eugenics” (RN 32), Kevin 
Lamb has argued for a “new eugenics”. I 
would argue that he is wrong. 

If we compare humans with other 
species, we find that culture plays a much 
bigger role with us than with others. It does 
not matter that we are not as strong as some 
species and cannot run as fast as others 
because a mixture of culture and genetics 
has enabled men of genius to invent 
machines to overcome these disadvantages 
and lesser men to produce them in large 
numbers and to make use of them. 

We are members of a reflective species 
able to consider the purpose of our actions. 
Kevin Lamb writes that “the protection of 
society by maintaining law and order is of 
paramount importance”. That, I believe, 
depends on the society: there are societies, 
such as the Third Reich and the Soviet 
Union, that would be worth defending only 
“For fear of finding something worse”. What 
is the purpose of society? 


sage! 






“Would you tell me, 
please, which way I 
ought to go from 
here?” 

: “That depends a good 
deal on where you 
want to get to,” said 
the Cat. 


“IT don’t much care 
where, ” said Alice. 


“Then it doesn’t matter 
which way you go,” 
said the Cat. 


The objective existence of a purpose in the 
universe is inextricably linked to the 
objective existence of a moral law. If there 
is an objective purpose then we ought to 
follow it. If there is no objective purpose 
then it doesn’t really matter what we do. 
Acceptance or rejection of the objective 
existence of a purpose and a moral law in 








Stud-farm sociology 





J Alan Smith takes Kevin Lamb to task over “the new eugenics” 





the universe is the most important 
philosophical divide. 

Toryism has evolved within a framework 
of Christian theology: “What is the chief 
end of man? To glorify God and enjoy him 
for ever”. Society has no purpose of its own, 
save that of serving the purposes of its 
members. CS Lewis wrote: “The State exists 
simply to promote and protect the ordinary 
happiness of human beings in this life”. 

Much of our national decline over the 
past century has been cultural rather than 
genetic. It is not within the power of 
governments to implement major changes 
in culture: at best they can facilitate 
developments in a positive direction. But it 
is easier in the medium term for a 
government to encourage cultural change 
than genetic change. 

One major problem today, both in the 
United Kingdom and the West in general, is 
that too few children are being born; this 
largely derives from the anti-natalist policies 
pursued over the last generation through the 
legalisation of abortion and the promotion 
of contraception. Hence the increasingly 
loud hints that we should ease restrictions 
on immigration. I agree with Kevin Lamb 
that we should encourage intelligent and 
healthy people to have more children through 
rational tax and social security policies and 
through a major change in the climate of 
opinion on having children. However, I 
would argue strongly against his draconian 
policies to stop others breeding because the 
means are immoral and, in any case, they 
would be ineffective. 

The idea from John D Donohue III and 
Stephen D Levitt that the legalization of 
abortion in the USA has caused a reduction 
in the crime rate should not be accorded 
too much importance. Abortion is wrong, 
per se, and so is amniocentesis used prior 
to abortion as the ‘search’ of the ‘search 
and destroy’; it could not be justified even 
if it could be shown to kill in the womb 
those who would otherwise grow up to be 
criminals: 


“There’s the King’s Messenger. He’s in 
prison now, being punished: and the 
trial doesn’t even begin till next 
Wednesday: and of course the crime 
comes last of all.” 


“Suppose he never commits the crime?” 
said Alice. 


“That would be all the better, wouldn’t 
7 


Moreover, their statistics are dubious. 
Steve Sailer of United Press International 
wrote (16 April 2001): 

“Levitt and Donohue point out that the 


crime rate started to fall about 18-20 years 
after Roe v Wade in 1973 [the case that 
legalized abortion in the USA]. However, 
this reasoning also implies that these same 
individuals born soon after 1973 should have 
grown up to be especially law-abiding teens 
in the early Nineties. Did they? 

“No. Instead, this generation born after 
Roe v Wade went on the worst youth murder 
spree in American history. According to FBI 
statistics, the murder rate in 1993 for 14-17 
years olds (who were born in the high 
abortion years of 1975-1979) was a 
horrifying 3.6 times higher than that of the 
kids who were 14-17 years old in 1984 (who 
were born in the pre-legalization years of 
1966-1970). In dramatic contrast, over the 
same time span the murder rate for those 25 
and over (all born before legalization) 
dropped 6%.” 

Likewise, the compulsory use of 
contraception by welfare recipients and tax 
incentives for artificial insemination by 
donor are both immoral and unlikely to 
produce the desired result. The former 
would require the coercive powers of the 
People’s Republic of China; the latter, using 
the ‘selected donor profiles’ advocated by 
Kevin Lamb, could develop in the gene pool 
a dangerous over-concentration on a few, 
currently-favoured males. 

I agree with GK Chesterton when he 
wrote “that the most terribly important 
things must be left to ordinary men 
themselves - the mating of the sexes, the 
rearing of the young, the laws of the state”.O) 


J Alan Smith is the editor of Prag magazine 
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Porn laws 





Peter Mullen says that we cannot be libertarian about pornography 





a Whittam Smith, the President 
of the British-Board of Film 
Classification (BBFC), has been explaining 
his views on pornography and censorship in 
the Church Times. He thinks we should be 
our own censors: “Go to the cinema and 
start reflecting on the issues”. But what if I 
do not wish to risk being exposed to 
cinematic images which corrupt and 
deprave? 

There is a hoary argument about the 
question of corruption and depravity. I 
remember once when Mary Whitehouse, 
former Chairman of the National Viewers 
and Listeners’ Association, was asked if she 
had ever watched the TV material which 
she had described as corrupting. It was a 
good ploy by the interviewer: for if she had 
not seen the material in question, how could 
she know it was corrupting; and if she had 
seen it, then was she herself corrupted by 
it? And if she had been corrupted by what 
she had seen, why should anyone credit her 
judgement about anything, since she had 
admitted she was corrupted? 

The old question of whether pornography 
corrupts and depraves is the wrong question. 
Rather, pornography is corruption and 
depravity. There are countless films on 
general release featuring violent sex, 
sadomasochism, torture, cannibalism and 
necrophilia. If these things are not to be 
defined as pornographic, then the word 
“pornography” has ceased to have any 
meaning. 

I find it astonishing when Whittam 
Smith, somewhat wistfully, remarks that 
there has been no research into the effects 
of pornography on children: “People won’t 
do the research: you would need to expose 
children to porn. You can’t get over that 
problem”. He sounds almost regretful that 
such a laboratory of experimentation cannot 
be established. Actually, we can know that 
pornography has a deleterious effect on 
children. We know this by extension and 
extrapolation from how children react to 
other, non-pornographic imagery. They are 
enormously susceptible to screen images 
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(especially the adverts) and parents testify 
to the great extent their offsprings’ attitudes 
and behaviour are conditioned by them. Why 
should pornographic images be any the less 
influential? 

Besides, we know that we are all 
susceptible to screen images: millions of so 
called adults are in daily thrall to those most 
banal and emotionally-retarded vistas, the 
soap operas. The phenomenon resembles 
drug addiction. Moreover, if we were not 
strongly influenced by screen images, why 
would the big commercial companies spend 
so many billions on advertising? In fact, with 
the coming of the interactive trash shows 
such as Big Brother, the distinction between 
image and reality has been abolished. You 
might say, we have forgotten the old 
commandment that prohibits the worship of 
images - and we are paying the price in 
moral and social decay. 

Whittam Smith goes on to make two 
extremely misleading remarks. First he says, 
“Public opinion is softening towards sex, 
but hardening towards violence”. But the 
reality is that on screen sex and violence 
are so often inseparable. Secondly he says 
that it would be futile to try to change human 
behaviour by making changes in the law: 
“Successive governments have argued in 
favour of marriage and against single parent 
families for the past thirty years. Throughout 
that period the number of single parent 
families has risen steadily”. 

Well, apart from the fact that arguing a 
case is not the same as changing the law, 
Whittam Smith is just plain wrong: 
successive governments’ rhetoric, propaganda 
and spin may have praised family life; but 
actual public policies have militated against 
families and in favour of single parents. For 
example, divorce has been made easier and 
financial incentives to marriage, such as the 
married person’s tax allowance and mortgage 
interest tax relief, have been abolished. At 
the same time benefits to single mothers - 
including their being accorded a higher place 
on the council housing lists — have increased. 
There has been a consequent increase in the 
number of single mothers. So all the 
evidence says that it is precisely by making 
changes in the law that human behaviour is 
changed. Therefore, we must assume that if 
the availability of pornography was to be 
restricted by a change in the law, and the 
penalties for distributing pornography made 
harsher, then incidences of pornography 
would decrease. 

Libertarians such as Whittam Smith 
argue that the law is useless to influence 
human behaviour: Pornography has always 
existed, even when there were stronger legal 
restrictions on it. Perhaps. But what is so 


different about our present attitude towards 
pornography is that it is no longer something 
shady, behind closed doors or in a notorious 
district of town; it is everywhere and so it is 
assumed (tragically by young people) to be 
culturally normal and morally neutral. There 
is a world of difference between the old 
immorality of knowing that something is 
wrong, but doing it anyway, and the much 
more destructive new amorality which says 
there is no difference at all between right 
and wrong. The libertarian view is expressed 
in the cliché, “Everyone is free to make up 
his own mind”. If you want to go to hear 
Parsifal and I want to go see that film in 
which the heroine masturbates as she 
watches her lover devoured (sexually and 
then literally) by a creature half woman, half 
lizard, then we have to conclude that there 
are no moral or aesthetic differences between 
the two experiences. You do what you like 
and I do what I like. But where every 
individual is allowed to define value, there 
are no values left - because values are, by 
definition, what we share. You can no more 
have private values than you can have a 
private language. 

Whittam Smith refers to “The patronising 
act of censorship”. But it need not be 
patronising at all; neither decreed by the 
commissar nor imposed by the patrician. 
The meaning of “obscene” is literally 
“offstage” and in the Greek tragedies the 
bloodbath usually was to be imagined rather 
than beheld. What we need is not censorship 
from above, but urgently to discover a 
consensual censorship in which we agree 
about what should be seen and what should 
not. Besides, the hypocritical Left, the bien 
pensants such as Whittam Smith, are against 
the censorship of sexual depravity but they 
are in favour of a censorship on free speech 
when it comes to how many white 
Englishmen might like to discuss “ethnic 
minorities” . 

But let us have no more of this cant 
which the BBFC puts out under the guise of 
its “principles”: “Adults should be free to 
choose what they see, provided it remains 
within the law and is not harmful to society”. 
When we look around us at the pornographic 
imagery which pervades every area of our 
lives, we cannot doubt that society is harmed 
already. Even the bone-headed materialism 
of the newspapers’ health supplements 
understands that physically “You are what 
you eat”. If this is true for our physical 
being, it is equally true for our moral and 
spiritual being. When Whittam Smith urges 
me to go out after a day spent in wholesome 
work and see a mucky film so that I might 
enter the “debate” about pornography, it is 
as if a dietician should say to me, “Well, 
you have a perfectly balanced diet; why not 
finish off supper with a plate of dogs’ 
droppings?” QO) 
The Reverend Dr Peter Mullen is Rector of 
St Michael’s, Cornhill in the City of London 
and Chaplain to the Stock Exchange 
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Elective dictatorship: the unholy trinity of the British constitution 





Keith Sutherland sets out an unusual proposal for the reformation of democracy 





O” of the things that surprised me 
recently when I was editing a 
collection of essays on Blair and the 
constitution! was the broad analytic 
consensus between critics on the Left and 
the Right. I did not expect to find Norman 
Tebbit and Tony Benn, Jonathan Freedland 
and Peter Hitchens, or Peter Carrington and 
Peter Shore coming up with a similar 
diagnosis. Although it would be misleading 
to describe them all as ‘singing from the 
same hymn-sheet’ nevertheless the main 
difference between A&M and the English 
Hymnal is the colour of the cover. 

The modern narrative on the constitution 
starts with Walter Bagehot’s famous 
distinction between the ‘formal’ and 
‘efficient’ elements in The English 
Constitution, published in 1867. To Bagehot 
the apparatus of state — from the monarchy 
right through to the House of Commons — 
was a smokescreen to hide the real exercise 
of power by secret cabinet committee. I am 
reminded of a story told me by a plumber 
friend who went to service a central heating 
installation, only to find that the room 
thermostat was not connected to the boiler. 
Nonplussed, he questioned the householder, 
who replied that the visible control panel 
was “just for the missus” and pointed out 
where the real (hidden) thermostat was 
located. 

Bagehot was quite happy with this 
arrangement — to conservative Liberals like 
him nothing could be more natural than a 
board of directors running the country like 
a joint-stock company. But he would have 
been horrified to see his game of political 
charades starting to look more like a Brian 
Rix farce at the Whitehall Theatre. 

Bagehot doubted whether “government 
by conversation” could survive Disraeli’s 
extension of the franchise to include much 
of the male urban working class. 
Although he held no principled objection 
to democracy, he wondered whether the 
masses were sufficiently educated to 
exercise the franchise responsibly, and 
concluded that it was more likely that 
demagogues would prevail and that the 
corruption eradicated by the first Reform Act 
would be replaced with a new form, whereby 
politicians competed for the popular vote 
with ever-increasing bribes. 

Bagehot also anticipated the birth of the 
modern, disciplined political party and the 
decline in the autonomy of the constituency 
member. Notwithstanding his cynicism about 
the constitution, Bagehot acknowledged that 
MPs did hold the government to account 
indirectly by acting as the electoral college 
for the cabinet. And governments were 
frequently defeated in divisions by their own 


MPs, who. were able to cross the floor of 
the House with impunity. 

However the 20th Century saw a steady 
increase in the power of party managers and 
prime ministers. The powers assumed by 
Lloyd George and Churchill during the two 
world wars were not abjured by their 
successors. The growth in government 
bureaucracy and the steady extension of the 
tentacles of patronage by successive prime 
ministers has led to Bagehot’s distinction 
being turned on its head. According to Tony 
Benn (who resigned his seat at the last 
———— 































election in order to devote more time to 
politics): 

“Today it would be more accurate to 
describe the House of the Commons as the 
dignified part of the constitution, which is 
there to ‘excite and preserve the reverence 
of the population’ while the powers of the 
Crown, controlled by the Prime Minister, 
are the efficient part ‘by which [government], 
in fact, works and rules’.”? 

So much for the diagnosis — elective 
dictatorship — but what about the cure? At 
this point critics on the Left and the Right 
part company. According to Tony Benn and 


Jonathan Freedland, the source of all our 
problems is ‘the Crown in Parliament’. 
There can be no political liberty without 
abolishing the source of this power and 
replacing it with popular sovereignty. Both 
Freedland and (surprisingly) his old sparring 
partner Peter Hitchens agree that there is 
much to commend the American political 
settlement. Freedland emphasises popular 
sovereignty and the famous checks and 
balances of a constitution designed to ensure 
that arbitrary monarchical power should not 
just be replaced by the tyranny of an 
unchecked majority. However, to Hitchens, 
the success of the American presidency is 
to be found in “some element of ancient 
kingship, a last whisper of divine right 
lurking implicitly in the Constitution”.* 
Both Freedland and Hitchens are guilty 
of idealising and romanticising American 
political experience. The brutal reality is that 
the outcome of American elections is 
determined by the size of campaign 
contributions, and the electorate are largely 
alienated from a system that depends on the 
power of pressure groups, the grease of pork- 
barrel politics and the dominance of 
charisma. Do we want to go even further 
towards a presidential-style system where 
elections are won and lost over the 
candidate’s haircut or his skill on the 
saxophone or the Fender Stratocaster? 
What then is the answer to the British 
malaise? Peter Mandelson, at a seminar at 
the British Embassy in Bonn in 1998, 
argued that the era of representative 
democracy is coming to an end: 

“We entered the twentieth century 
with a society of elites, with a very 
different class structure. In those days, 

it seemed natural to delegate important 
decisions to members of the land- 
owning elite. When in Britain, Labour 
emerged as the party which 
represented the industrial working 
class, it quickly developed its own 
elite of trade union bureaucrats, city 
bosses and socialist intellectuals. 
But that age has passed away. 
People today want to be more involved”*. 
For Mandelson, the 21st Century will 
see a choice between “direct democracy or 
dying democracy”, but what so shocked 
members of his German audience was that 
Mandelson’s version of direct democracy 
amounted to the “abrogation of political 
responsibility”. Whilst it might appear that 
such a move brings government closer to 
‘the people’, in practice this means that the 
government is simply held hostage by 
whichever group of lobbyists or blackmailers 
are making the most noise. In order to avoid 
this outcome, the manipulation of public 
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opinion — including the planting of political 
messages in soap operas like The Archers 
and Eastenders — becomes the most 
important work of government. Direct 
democracy requires that the main battles are 
between armies of public relations 
consultants, with parliamentary debate 
relegated to the footnotes.° 

A number of commentators have made 
the point that it is a relatively small step 
from ‘the people’s party’ to the one-party 
state. Max Beloff’s notorious 1999 article® 
compared the Third Way to the Third Reich, 
but I don’t think we need to pursue historical 
comparisons in order to appreciate the 
potential dangers of direct democracy for 
individual freedoms. Ask the unfortunate 
paediatrician who was mistaken by the mob 
for a paedophile, or the shopkeeper who had 
excrement poured through his letterbox for 
daring to stay open during the funeral of the 
“People’s Princess’. 

Given the history of 20th Century 
extremist politics, it would be a dangerous 
folly to reject the principle of representation. 
However there is another obvious 
anachronism which Mandelson chose to 
ignore, namely the political party. The days 
when voting behaviour was either inherited 
or determined by house-ownership statistics 
are long since passed. Apparently we are 
all middle-class nowadays and the multiple, 
shifting identities of the postmodern condition 
cannot be reflected in the monolithic political 
structures of the 20th Century. 

The experience of the last two decades 
also makes a mockery of the notion that 
parties in some way reflect an underlying 
political philosophy. How can we describe 
a party that was responsible for the 
destruction of much of the professional and 
institutional infrastructure of the country 
(motivated partly by the personal 
resentments of a grocer’s daughter) as 
‘conservative’ in any sense that Burke or 
Oakeshott might have understood? And can 
the career opportunists, carpetbaggers and 
asset-strippers that have hijacked the Labour 
Party make any plausible claim to represent 
the tradition of Kier Hardy and Nye Bevan? 

Putting hyperbole aside it is extremely 
hard to see much clear blue philosophical 
water separating the two main parties. 
Labour’s electoral successes have mainly 
been on account of its continuation of 
Majorite policies. Labour has stolen the 
Tories’ clothes, who are now desperately 
looking for ways of stealing them back. If, 
following the demise of Communism, we 
are at the ‘end of politics’ and there is a 
broad consensus around liberal market 
solutions, then what purpose does the 
political party serve (apart from offering 
career opportunities for politicians)? 

Rather than turning to America or to 
dangerous experiments with ‘direct 
democracy’ we should return to our political 
roots. In the post-ideological era, governments 
are judged by their managerial competence. 


How much better would the foot-and-mouth 
crisis have been handled if the government 
had not been so concerned with getting the 
image right for the general election? Whilst 
all governments need to be held to account, 
the problem with the modern British polity 
is the very fusion of the executive and 
legislature that seemed to work so well in 
Bagehot’s time. 

With the possible exception of the 
departmental select committee (introduced 
by Lady Thatcher), the idea that parliament 
holds the government to account is little 
more than an amusing fiction. But when the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer was appointed 
by the Crown every line of every budget was 
subject to detailed scrutiny. To return to such 
a system would involve no palace revolutions 
or constitutional upheavals other than the 
return of the phrase ‘The Crown in 
Parliament’ to its original meaning. Needless 
to say the Crown would have to govern in a 
way that was acceptable to the represent- 
atives of the people, liberated from the 
tyranny of the party whip and once more 
elected for their intelligence and integrity. 
The occasional success of the independent 
member (Martin Bell in 1997 and Dr 
Richard Taylor in 2001) might suggest that 
this is not an entirely hopeless cause. 

There is no surer sign of roguish 
behaviour ahead than when a government 
claims a ‘popular mandate’ (25% of the 
electorate?) or takes refuge in a policy being 
‘in the manifesto’ (which nobody bothered 
to read). On the strength of such claims 
Labour MPs have refused to listen to 
reasoned argument over hunting and most 
didn’t even bother to turn up to the 
parliamentary debate until division time. By 
contrast, the perceived illegitimacy of the 
Upper House has led its members to be 
sensitive to both public opinion and reasoned 
debate over a wide range of issues. 

Whilst it would be unrealistic to imagine 
the current occupant of Buckingham Palace 
making the necessary adjustments, her son 
has shown himself to be both passionately 
interested in affairs of state, courageous over 
controversial matters and broadly in line 
with public sentiment over issues as diverse 
as architecture, agriculture and education. 
The Prince’s Trust has found itself used as 
the template for government policies on 
welfare and employment training. 

Given that, arguably, the PM now has 
fewer checks on his powers than Charles I 
ever had, how appropriate it would be to 
see the restoration of our ancient political 
freedoms under the reign of his namesake. 
No doubt some might view a return to 
constitutional monarchy as a net increase in 
the ‘democratic deficit’; however the 
monarch’s power would in practice be 
extremely tightly constrained by parliament. 
Government is essentially about taxation and 
the grilling of a crown-appointed Chancellor 
would be no different from the treatment 
US Presidents have come to expect from a 


hostile Congress. The staged and guillotined 
debates that characterise modern British 
politics could not by any stretch of the 
imagination be described as ‘scrutiny’. 

The era of genuine constitutional 
monarchy was also the era of limited 
government — the maintenance of law and 
order and the defence of the realm. Most 
Victorians believed they were her Majesty’s 
subjects (rather than being governed by 
elected politicians), but in any event their 
lives were largely untouched by national 
government. Decisions were mostly taken 
locally, through a combination of the relics 
of feudal power and the new municipal 
corporations. 

Local councils were one of the last 
bastions of independence and have only 
succumbed to the inexorable pressure of 
party politics over the last few decades. It is 
informative here to compare British and 
American political experience. The 
Americans have a system which, for all its 
flaws at the federal level, works very well at 
the local level. Local officials — from the 
chief of police and magistrates to the rat 
catcher — are all directly elected (and paid 
for) by the people they serve. Note that this 
has little to do with party politics and 
everything to do with competence in the job. 
Americans are anxious to defend these local 
arrangements against attempts by 
professional politicians and the federal 
government to intervene. 

The American Revolution was, 
according to Gordon Wood, “not against the 
English constitution, but on behalf of it”.” 
By this Wood meant the attempt to adapt 
the formal division of power between the 
three estates (the crown, the lords and the 
commons) to an egalitarian republican 
model. Given that the three estates have now 
fused into the unholy trinity of an ‘elective 
dictatorship’, we are faced with the stark 
choice of taking Freedland’s “unfinished 
revolution’ to its logical conclusions or else 
reclaiming government from_ the 
anachronism of party politics and restoring 
the three estates to their traditional 
autonomy. The mystical unity of the Trinity 
may make for good theology, but political 
freedom requires robust firewalls between 
the three estates. QO 


Keith Sutherland is publisher of History of 
Political Thought and Polis - The Journal of 
the Society for Greek Political Thought 


1 K Sutherland (ed.), The Rape of the 
Constitution? (Exeter: Imprint Academic) 

2 Tony Benn, ‘How Democratic is Britain?’ 
ibid, p. 60 

3 Peter Hitchens, ‘A Slow-Motion Revolution’ 
ibid, p. 96 

4 The Guardian, 16 March 1998 

5 Mike Diboll, ‘Democracy Direct’, in 

Sutherland, Rape?, p. 60 

The Times, 9 February 1999 

Gordon S. Wood, The Creation of the 

American Republic (Chapel Hill, NC, 

1969) 


a on 





Right Now! October/December 2001 


13 


n April 1974, Henry Kissinger sent a 

memorandum to various chiefs in the US 
administration entitled Jmplications of 
Worldwide Population Growth for US 
Security and Overseas Interests. The 
memorandum said, “The President has 
directed a study of the impact of world 
population growth on US security and 
overseas interests”. The resulting study, 
National Security Study Memorandum 200 
(NSM 200), recommended “that the 
President and the Secretary of State treat the 
subject of population growth control as a 
matter of paramount importance...” 

However, the US was anxious that its 
population control strategy “... not be seen 
by the LDC [less developed country] leaders 
as an industrialized country policy to keep 
their strength down or to reserve resources 
for use by the ‘rich’ countries”. Indeed, the 
US had already been subject to such protests 
earlier in 1974 at the World Population 
Conference in Bucharest, “based on the belief 
that attempts by industrialized nations to 
influence domestic policies were a violation 
of their sovereignty”. 

NSM 200 therefore recommended ways 
to “...minimize charges of an imperialist 
motivation behind its support of population 
activities by repeatedly asserting that such 
support derives from a concern with: (a) the 
right of the individual to determine freely 
and responsibly their number and spacing of 
children ... and (b) the fundamental social 
and economic development of poor 
countries...” 

It must be noted that a such a ‘right’ to 
fertility regulation was later defined by the 
World Health Organisation (WHO) to include 
“interruption of unwanted pregnancies” — in 
other words, abortion. This use of such 
euphemisms and the funding of “sexual and 


reproductive health” programmes by overseas. 


aid grants is the primary means by which 
pro-abortion Western governments infiltrate 
abortion into countries where, as NSM 200 
admitted, “abortion is generally abhorred”. 
NSM 200 concluded that “strong emphasis” 
should be placed on motivating “key 
developing countries” to adopt population 
control programmes. Such motivation seems 
to have later turned to blackmail. A Nigerian 
government delegate at the 1994 UN 
Conference on Population and Development 
in Cairo told a Western pro-life lobbyist: “In 
fact our delegation completely agrees with 
the position adopted by the Holy See [against 
abortion on demand], but we are afraid of 
our colonial masters”. 

Another way of pulling the Third World’s 
strings was explained in a 1975 National 
Security Council (NSC) report: “...The 
United Nations Fund for Population Activities 
(UNFPA) and the private International 
Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF)...can 
act as local family planning advocates using 
local community leaders, a role no foreign 
government or international organization can 
hope to play”. The West has therefore given 
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imperialism 















































Anthony Ozimic reveals a little-known 


tool of modern Geopolitik 


millions of dollars to UNFPA and IPPF, 
which have willingly acted as fronts for 
Western governments seeking to distance 
themselves, not only from neo-imperialism, 
but from coercive population control such 
as Communist China’s notorious one-child 
policy. 


‘The NSC subsequently 
recommended 
“indoctrination of the rising 
generation of children 
regarding the desirability of 
smaller family size”’ 








Another NSC memorandum in 1975 
recommended practices soon to become 
central to Chinese policy, in particular 
“...strong direction from the top.... 
population programs have been particularly 
successful where leaders have made their 
positions clear, unequivocal, and public, 
while maintaining discipline down the line 
from national to village levels, marshalling 
governmental workers (including police and 
military), doctors, and motivators to see that 
population policies are well administered 
and executed. Such direction is the sine qua 
non of an effective program”. The NSC 
subsequently recommended ¥ 
indoctrination of the rising generation of 
children regarding the desirability of smaller 
family size”, and stated that “mandatory 
programs may be needed and that we should 
be considering these possibilities now”. 

The habitual use of forced abortion and 
sterilisation (often based on ethnic group) 
and female infanticide in the Chinese one- 
child policy has subsequently been well- 
documented by the US State Department 
and Amnesty International. Thankfully, the 
US Congress and George Bush have stopped 
US federal money going to UNFPA, IPPF 
and other abortion promoters. However, the 
thinking behind the Kissinger memorandum 
seems to have crossed to this side of the 
Atlantic. Although the Blair government 
claims that it “disagree[s] with China’s one 
child policy and dofes] not support it”, the 
links between the UK government and the one- 
child policy is closer than it cares to admit. 

The year before the one-child policy was 
introduced, UNFPA signed a “Memorandum 














of Understanding” with the Chinese 
government. In 1980, IPPF also began 
involvement in the Chinese programme. In 
1983, as the one-child programme became 
increasingly coercive, the China Family 
Planning Association (CFPA) became an 
IPPF affiliate. The CFPA, although 
ostensibly a non-governmental organisation, 
is run by Chinese state officials. As the 
CFPA has itself admitted, its role is to 
“ supervise that the awarding and 
punishing policies relating to family planning 
[are] properly executed”. IPPF has also 
admitted that CFPA “volunteers sometimes 
collect the occasional fine when a couple 
breaks the birthplan rules”. Yet the 
Department for International Development 
(DfID) continues to give millions of pounds 
in unrestricted grants every year to UNFPA, 
IPPF et al. Funnelling money through these 
bodies enables government ministers to claim 
that “the UK gives no bilateral support, either 
financial or technical, to family planning 
programmes in China” and “the Department 
for International Development does not fund 
incentivised sterilisation” . 

One argument used by International 
Development Secretary Clare Short is that 
“TPPF and UNFPA can... monitor the worst 
excesses of the Chinese regime and expose 
it to international condemnation”. However, 
even the DfID admitted in 1995: “Critics of 
this position argue that several years of 
UNFPA and IPPF involvement in China has 
not led the Chinese to moderate their policies 
or stop abuses in the implementation of 
policy. This is true”. 

On 16th October, Conservative peer 
Baroness Young will move an amendment 
to the International Development Bill to cut 
the HMG one-child policy money-trail. 
Opposing this, Foreign Office minister 
Baroness Amos has said: “I do not agree 
that the Bill should include a requirement 
for the Secretary of State to take account of 
a government’s human rights record in 
determining the nature and scale of 
assistance for its people”. Is this the final 
nail in the coffin of British “ethical foreign 
policy”? Q 
Anthony Ozimic is political secretary to the 
directors at the Society for the Protection 
of Unborn Children (SPUC). Internet: 
www.spuc.org.uk 
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The elephant and the tortoise 





Peter Coleman describes the inaugural meeting of the Michael 
Oakeshott Association 





he conservative philosopher Michael 
Oakeshott liked to quote the poet 
Dunbar: 


“Man, please thy Maker, and be merry, 
And give not for this world a cherry”. 


In one of his notebooks he wrote: “Please 
put this on my grave”. 

As it turned out the lines were not put 
on his grave in rural Dorset when he died in 
December 1990. But their spirit continues 
to inform any gathering of ‘Oakeshottians’, 
including those who met for three days in 
August at the London School of Economics 
to commemorate the centenary of 
Oakeshott’s birth and to scrutinise his works. 

It was perhaps not the sort of conference 
that Oakeshott himself would have attended. 
The idea may have been a little too grandiose 
for a man who, like his ‘contemporary’ 
Pascal, believed that to be a true philosopher 
you must make light of philosophy. When a 
disciple once asked him: “What do you think 
of human beings?”, Oakeshott replied: 
“They are like cats”. When pressed to 
explain, he added: “They take themselves 
very seriously”. 

This sceptical mood may help explain 
why quite a few prominent English admirers 
of Oakeshott were notable for their absences. 
But Lord Quinton, Kenneth Minogue and 
Robert Grant gave papers, as did a large 
contingent of distinguished scholars from the 
United States (including Timothy Fuller, 
Josiah Lee Auspitz and Patrick Riley and 
new voices such as Steven Grosby). Antony 
Flew, Anthony O’Hear and Robert Orr 
chaired several of the sessions. Oakeshott’s 
widow Cristel and his son Stephen attended 
throughout. 

The first day of the conference was 
memorable for the personal statements by 
friends of Oakeshott. Fuller, for example, 
told of Oakeshott’s arrival in the American 
West in 1974 and how (like Oscar Wilde 
about a century earlier) he had electrified 
his audience with his graceful and powerful 
oration — his famous paper on the voice of 
the university in the conversation of 
mankind. (“I have crossed half the world”, 
he told his Colorado listeners, “to find 
myself in familiar surroundings — a place of 
learning”.) 

Oakeshott’s friend Noel O’Sullivan of 


Hull caught ‘Oakshottianism’ brilliantly with . 


his answer to the question: “Why Read 
Oakeshott?” The answer was that in an age 
when leading intellectuals revelled in angst, 
despair, absurdity, nothingness and nihilism, 
Oakeshott was unique in achieving “a 
fundamentally affirmative outlook”. 
Cheerfulness kept breaking in. 














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































O’Sullivan identified three components 
in this vision: Oakeshott’s philosophy of 
modesty (rejecting absolutes), his pagan 
sense of piety (rejecting modernity) and his 
picaresque belief in laughter as a better 
prophylactic than philosophy against the 
corruption of egotism. 

After that the conference settled down 
to exegesis. There were learned papers on 
Oakeshott’s marginalia on Kant, his 
epistemological separatism, his temporal 
solipsism, his cognitive science and even his 
Confucianism. There were inevitably 
references to Wittgenstein: according to 
legend they met once, in a Lyons corner 
house in Cambridge, but it is not known 
what, if anything, was said; probably each 
remained silent. There were also references 
to the lost book he wrote on St Augustine. 
(Dissatisfied, he burned the manuscript). It 
should be noted that two of the best and most 
lucid papers were given by Australians - 
Glenn Worthington of Canberra on the moral 
dimension of Oakeshott’s aesthetics and Ian 
Tregenza on Hobbes. 

In the end it was Oakeshott’s 
extraordinary character that dominated 
proceedings. This was the man whose first 
book Experience and its Modes so excited 
the philosopher R G Collingwood in 1933 
that he burst into a meeting in Oxford 
holding it high and calling out that it is “the 
greatest philosophic achievement of the 20th 
century”. Yet when the illustrious Hans 
Morgenthau made a pilgrimage to 
Oakeshott’s flat in Covent Garden he was 
deeply shocked by its primitive simplicity. 
Minogue told the story of Professor William 
Robson standing with some disdain at the 
door of Oakeshott’s office, looking in 
Oakeshott’s words, “like Lord Curzon at the 
threshhold of Woolworth’s”. 





There was always an element of sadness 
in his kindness. (“Those dear vanished days 
when I was so unhappy”, as he once wrote 
of his passionate youth.) But O’Sullivan 
found a harder, bleaker, deeply disillusioned 
note in his last essays. There is something 
of this in the famous portrait of him by Paul 
Gopal-Chowdhury in his old college, 
Gonville and Caius. Yet I find it hard to 
imagine him abandoning entirely the 
cheerfulness of a lifetime just because of 
the tawdry cheapness of our days. “Patience, 
and shuffle the cards”, was the advice of 
Cervantes that he liked to repeat. Or to 
take a man of action he admired: the Polish 
General Anders whose declaration on the 
eve of the battle of Monte Cassino Oakeshott 
copied into his notebook: “We have lost our 
country. We shall keep our honour. At what 
time are we to attack?” 

Let me end this report by referring back 
to Oakeshott’s valedictory speech at the 
Garrick Club when he retired from the 
London School of Economics in 1969. 
Everyone knows, he said, that the world is 
supported by an elephant and the elephant 
by a tortoise. The tortoise is a cold-blooded, 
sphinx-like creature that carries in its heart 
the icy secrets of the universe. But he 
remains taciturn. The elephant also has his 
secrets but unlike the tortoise he can be 
coaxed into unguarded utterances. With his 
four feet firmly planted on the tortoise’s 
back, he patiently and with ironic 
indifference upholds the grandeurs and 
miseries of the world. We should be grateful 
to the elephant and not seek a final revelation 
from the tortoise. 

The London conference formally 
established the Michael Oakeshott 
Association (President Kenneth Minogue) 
and adopted by-laws. Its next assembly will 
be in 2003 in Colorado. The idea is to meet 
every two years. Would it not be a good thing 
if Australia were to host a meeting in, say, 
2005? Some years back I asked Oakeshott, 
who lectured in many countries, why he had 
never come to Australia. He said: “Nobody 
has ever asked me”. QO) 
Peter Coleman, who writes from Sydney, is 
a journalist and was a friend of Michael 
Oakeshott. The Michael Oakeshott 
Association website is at: 

www.michael-oakshott-association.org 


General Sir Walter Walker 
KCB, CBE, DSO**, PMN, PSNB 
It was with great sadness that Right Now! 
heard of the death of General Sir Walter 
Walker, former NATO Commander-in- 


Chief, and one of this magazine’s most 
distinguished patrons. 


A tribute to this remarkable man will 


appear shortly in a a forthcoming issue 
of Right Now! 
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Pomp & 
(Unforeseen) 
Circumstances 


Stuart Millson attends a 
Last Night with a difference 


The 107th season of Henry Wood 
Promenade concerts came to an end on 
Saturday 15th September, with the American 
conductor Leonard Slatkin at the helm of 
the BBC Symphony Orchestra, but in a 
programme vastly different to that which had 
been advertised. This was Maestro Slatkin’s 
first Proms season as Chief Conductor of 
the BBCSO, and his Last Night was to have 
been a magnificent celebration of Americana, 
with John Adams’s Short Ride in a Fast 
Machine and Sousa’s Liberty Bell preceding 
the time-honoured revelry associated with 
Elgar’s Pomp & Circumstance No I (one 
hundred years old this year), Henry Wood’s 
Fantasia on British Sea-Songs, and Sir 
Malcolm Sargent’s Festival of Britain 
arrangement of Arne’s Rule, Britannia! 
But it was not to be. The despicable 
terrorist atrocity perpetrated against 
America, coupled with the news that 
hundreds of Britons had perished in the 
outrage, made the usual Last Night 


junketings impossible to hold. The Director 
of the Proms, Nicholas Kenyon, immediately 
responded to the changed circumstances by 
substituting the upbeat tone of the evening, 
with music of deep reflection and sorrowful 
dignity. Samuel Barber’s Adagio for Strings, 
the Spirituals from Tippett’s A Child of Our 
Time, and the finale to Beethoven’s Ninth 
Symphony took up most of the second half, 
although it was not quite clear how the latter 
(a setting of Schiller’s Ode to Joy) would 
assist the spirit of reflection. Kenyon rightly 
kept Parry’s Jerusalem as the final item, but 
then the BBC made a grave error. 

For some reason best known to itself, 
the Corporation appeared to suggest that 
God Save The Queen would not be played, 





















































































































































Sir Henry Wood, 
founder of the Promenade Concerts, 
as he appeared on a 
commemmorative stamp 


and that the audience should refrain from 
displaying flags. A storm duly followed, with 
most of the newspapers (apart from the usual 
sneering voices at the Guardian and 
Independent) reflecting the growing mood 
of disbelief and outrage in the country. The 
BBC repeated its view that the usual Last 





Night atmosphere would be inappropriate — 
a proposition with which few disagreed - 
but why no national anthem, and why the 
attempt to prevent the display of British 
flags? 

The answer to this lies, of course, in the 
institutionalised Anglophobia and political 
correctness at the heart of the modern 
broadcasting and political establishment. 
That a state institution entitled the British 
Broadcasting Corporation should take such 
steps to remove the nation’s anthem at a time 
when national solidarity and a sense of 
identity is required is truly beyond belief. 
But that we should have to pay these people 
through our television licence fees for the 
privilege of this insult is the last straw. 
Fortunately, the BBC climbed down and God 
Save the Queen was performed, together 
with the Star Spangled Banner - a moving 
moment, no matter what one thinks of US 
foreign policy. The strains of Jerusalem also 
caught the mood of the country - not 
‘jingoism’, or ‘xenophobia’ as the Left would 
have it, but a rare, deep sense of unity and 
nationhood. 

And here lies the crux of the problem - 
the root of all the arguments over what 
should or should not be included in the Last 
Night at times of imminent peril or war. For 
by treating the idea of patriotism with irony 
-— by passing off Land of Hope and Glory as 
a carnival, music hall frolic, the BBC has 
made it very difficult for something as 
significant as this occasion to respond 
whenever real patriotism is required. It is a 
mark of our decline and decay that we have 
allowed ourselves to become so embarrassed 
and touchy about expressing our identity. 

Yet not everyone has succumbed to this 
sickness. In their singing of Jerusalem, the 
audience at the Royal Albert Hall showed 
everyone that the dignified spirit of these 
islands remains intact — despite all the worst 
efforts of our out-of-touch and mean-spirited 
establishment. QO) 


Stuart Millson writes from Kent 





TORY BELCHER 


ae), 


“The cookery of a nation is just as much 
a part of its customs and traditions as are 
its laws and language” 


P Morton Shand, 
The Book of Food, 1929 





Parkin biscuits 


Parkin biscuits are a simple but tasty 
English delicacy, which were traditionally 
served to revellers on Guy Fawkes Night, 
served with hot punch or mulled wine. 


Ingredients 
6 oz plain flour 
2 tsp ground ginger 
1 tsp ground cinnamon 
6 oz medium oatmeal 
2 oz butter or margarine 
2 oz light brown soft sugar 
8 oz golden syrup 
% tsp bicarbonate of soda 
2 tsp milk 
Split, blanched almonds 


Preparation 
Preheat the oven to 170 C/340 EF, gas mark 3. 

Sift the flour and spices together, then 
mix in the oatmeal. Rub in the fat until an 
even, crumbly mixture is achieved. 

Stir in the sugar and syrup, then the 
bicarbonate of soda dissolved in 1 tsp of 
milk. Mix to a soft dough, using the 
remaining milk if required. Divide mixture 
in half and roll into a sausage shape. 

Cut each roll into 12 pieces. Roll into 
balls between floured hands and place on 
well-greased baking trays. Place split 
almonds on top and then bake on the middle 
shelf of the oven for 20 minutes, or until 
golden brown. After baking, leave to cool 
on wire trays. 
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The Macpherson Report: 
‘anti-racist’ hys 
Sovietization of the 


teria and the 
United Kingdom 





Dr Frank Ellis 





The Macpherson Report: 
Anti-racist’ hysteria and 
the Sovietization of the 
United Kingdom 
by Dr Frank Ellis 


This informative and 
provocative pamphlet is 
available from 
Right Now Press Ltd. 


UK Price: £4.95 


Overseas customers please add 50p p&p 


The Camp 
of the Saints 


by Jean 





























Raspail 



























































The latest authorised English- 
language edition (Social Contract 
Press, Petoskey, Michigan, 1995, 

316pp, pb) is now directly available 
from Right Now Press Ltd, at a 
special price to UK readers of 
£10.00, including p&p. 
(Overseas readers: £11.00 inc. p&p) 





To obtain the above titles 
please write to: 


Right Now!, PO Box 2085, 
London, W1A 5SX, UK. 
(Cheques/Postal Orders/International 


Money Orders payable to ‘Right Now’ 
please. 
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IDS and the ‘far Right’ — the weakest ‘links’ 





Derek Turner describes a media feeding frenzy 





Tr late August, during the run-up to the 
election of Iain Duncan Smith as 
Conservative Party leader, it emerged that a 
man peripherally involved in his campaign 
was not only the father of British National 
Party leader Nick Griffin, but had also 
unluckily answered the official BNP 
telephone line (which is located at the Griffin 
family home) to a Daily Mirror reporter. 
Edgar Griffin was immediately sacked from 
the Duncan Smith campaign and, a day or 
two afterwards, expelled from the 
Conservative Party, although he had been a 
member for over 50 years. 

This was the harbinger of a wave of 
excitable press stories about “far Right” 
involvement with Duncan Smith and the 
Conservative Party in general. Stories 
appeared in the Times, Independent, 
Guardian and Daily Mirror and on Radio 
4, amongst many others, all of them alleging 
substantive connections between the 
Conservatives and present or former 
members of the National Front or BNP, and 
all of them digging furiously around to 
uncover ‘offensive’ sentiments expressed or 
procedural irregularities committed by any 
Tories, whether former members of the 
National Front or not. 

The stories were characterised by a lack 
of generosity or balance, as Leftists had a 
field day reinforcing their own prejudices, 
tabloid journalists took a leaf from Hillary 
Clinton’s book and searched for vast 
Rightwing conspiracies, and conservative 
journalists (with honourable exceptions) ran 
for cover, unwilling to be associated, 
however tangentially, with groups like the 
BNP. Amongst the many targets of this ire 
were the Monday Club and Right Now! It is 
therefore of direct interest to investigate the 
genesis of these stories, and in so doing to 
shed some light on how the media works - 
or doesn’t work. 


The Searchlight connection 


Stories like this tend to emanate from a 
small-circulation Marxist magazine called 
Searchlight. Thanks to a large network of 
informers, Special Branch assistance 
(allegedly), hard work (the magazine has 
several full-time staff, thanks to various trade 
unions and those who play the National 
Lottery'), energetic campaigning and a 
deconstructionist attitude towards truth, 
Searchlight has carved out a niche for itself 
as the primary source of information on the 
‘Right’ - by which is meant anyone who is 
not to the Left of Leon Trotsky. 

Any reporter who wants to find out if 
there is anything discreditable or 
embarrassing about anyone involved in 
movements ranging from the Left of the 


Conservative Party to Satanic Hitler- 
worshipping motorbike gangs contacts 
Searchlight, and then simply reprints 
Searchlight’s colourful opinions and 
excitably presented (or misrepresented) 
information in their own publications. 
Sometimes Searchlight’s opinions and 
information are true, but the point is that 
very, very few journalists check that their 
facts are correct before going to print - often 
because stories are being updated late at 
night by sub-editors who obviously cannot 
ring people at 2am or who are too sleepy to 
care. 



































The scarcely-sinister figure of Edgar 
Griffin: after over fifty years of loyal and 
active devotion to the Conservative Party he 
was thrown to the media wolves, as a result 
of his ‘links’ to the British National Party -— 
he is the father of its Chairman 


Underlying these practical or sentimental 
motivations are often half-realised 
ideological motivations. Most journalists are 
middle-class, and have had similar 
educational and life experiences. This means 
they often lack understanding or knowledge 
of what is going on in poorer areas of their 
own country, and have been reared on a diet 
of generally Leftwing school textbooks. 
They are therefore ready to believe the worst 
of anyone on the Right. 

The result is that all these doubly 
derivative articles sound rather alike, with 
the same terminology, the same (often 
inaccurate) information, the same emphases, 
the same febrile sensationalism and the same 
underlying definitions and assumptions. 


Ideological drift 


So an entirely subjective — to the point of 
being virtually meaningless - term like 
“extreme Right” migrates across the media 
spectrum from furthest Left to the Times or 
even the Daily Telegraph. Then sometimes 
it migrates back again. Searchlight 
disingenuously repeats what appeared in, 
say, the Daily Mirror - as if the people at 
the Mirror had decided for themselves that 
the Monday Club or Right Now! was an 
“extreme Right” organisation. So the 
accretive perception feeds on itself, the 


stereotype is reinforced and the patriotic 
cause suffers from an acute form of 
demonisation (which is somewhat ironical 
in a society which preens itself on being 
rational and broad-minded). 

If the consequences were not so dire, 
the spectacle of supposedly sophisticated 
media commentators brandishing talismans 
and generally behaving like voodoo priests 
might afford some cynical amusement to 
those who — as all real conservatives should 
— have low expectations of human nature. 
But such broadbrush attacks on everyone 
who differs from the politically acceptable 
‘line’ on topics like immigration have 
harmful effects not just on immigration 
policy but on the very idea of freedom of 
speech. Today, it is the BNP that some on 
the ultra-Left want to ban; tomorrow, it will 
be Right Now! (Robin Cook has already said 
that the magazine should be closed down) 
and the Monday Club; the day after, the 
whole Conservative Party. 


Bad Samaritans 


This parapsychological sub-text aside, there 
is a regrettable human tendency to kick 
people when they are down, and to seek to 
further embarrass someone who is already 
embarrassed. Human nature is a complex 
compound of good and evil, but amongst its 
constituent parts must be enumerated both 
schadenfreude and envy. A public figure in 
difficulties will invariably get attacked by 
anyone who happens to be passing. In the 
case of the media, such natural - if 
unedifying - instincts are exacerbated by the 
need to sell more newspapers than their 
respective rivals. Small stories must become 
big stories, and storms must be whipped up 
in teacups - or Welsh Conservative 
associations. This means that all news 
stories, however thin, need to be fleshed out 
with attention-grabbing headlines and 
“senior sources’ and ‘links’. 


The weakest ‘links’ 


‘Links’ must be one of the most over-used 
words in journalese. It is useful because it 
is both non-specific and sinister-sounding. 
Of course, everyone is ‘linked’ in some way, 
whether through family, shared (or partly 
shared) ideology or shared experiences. 
One’s success or otherwise in life often 
depends far more on whom you know or 
where you went to school than on one’s 
intrinsic worth or what one believes and says. 
For example, there cannot be a single group 
within the Conservative Party that has not 
had former members of the National Front 
or similar groups at its meetings or on its 
database at some stage. It has been estimated 
that over 100,000 people passed through the 
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stories about Right Now! 








The Independent, Independent on Sunday, Guardian, Daily Telegraph, Daily Mirror, 
the Sunday Herald and BBC Radio 4 (and perhaps others) all recently carried 


Of all of these, only two contacted me - the Independent’s Marie Woolf (our 
conversation lasted about 30 seconds), and the Sunday Herald’s Neil Mackay - 
who was only interested in reinforcing his madcap conspiracy theory, which blended 
together everyone he has ever heard of with Right Now! (which he hates for its 
“blatantly Powellite slant”). Nicholas Watt’s page 1 story in the Guardian borrowed 
heavily from the early editions of the Independent carrying Marie Woolf’s story, 
as did the passing mention of Right Now! as an “extreme Rightwing” magazine in 
the Daily Telegraph. This sloppy acceptance of far-Left terminology and 
propaganda is unfortunately common in the Daily Telegraph, and explains why 
the generally good leading articles and comment pieces are interweaved with (and 
partly negated by) politically correct foreign reports, ‘lifestyle’ and arts features 
and television listings. The Daily Mirror’s Oonagh Blackman had an in-depth, 
analytical piece of some 213 words, but managed to cram in plenty of distortions. 

Of all these publications, the only ones who published my letters of complaint 
were the Independent (one paragraph out of five) and the Sunday Herald. 








DT 








National Front at different times; not all of 
these will have simply dropped out of 
politics. 

Similarly, there cannot be a single group 
on the Left that has not been ‘linked’ at some 
time to terrorists or totalitarians. Whilst the 
IRA were doing their murderous worst, 
Labour MPs like Jeremy Corbyn and Ken 
Livingstone were strong supporters. In the 
1970s, senior Labour politicians acted as 
agents of the Soviet Union - the same Soviet 
Union responsible for the deaths of tens of 
millions during the course of the 20th 
century through forced famines, gulags, 
secret police murder and war. Therefore, if 
one was in the business of adding two and 
two to make 200, Tony Blair could be 
‘linked’ with Joseph Stalin, the Daily Mirror 
could be ‘linked’ to mass murder in Romania 
(Robert Maxwell was an admirer of Nicolae 
Ceaucescu), and so forth. 

As Private Eye might say, those Right 
Now!/Duncan Smith ‘links’ in full: Iain 
Duncan Smith’s leadership bid was 
supported by Andrew Hunter, MP for 
Basingstoke, who is a patron of Right Now! 
Right Now!’s website is linked to that of a 
magazine called American Renaissance 
(amongst many other publications and 
groups). American Renaissance has had 
some articles about genetics and human 
inequality which are controversial, albeit 
written by world-renowned experts. 
Therefore, goes the media ‘logic’, Duncan 
Smith must either secretly agree with these 
articles or, at any rate, he doesn’t mind being 
supported by people who hold such 
‘extreme’ views. To add fuel to the fire, in 
1987 I jokingly referred to myself as a 
“neighbourhood Nazi”. The facts that Right 
Now! is not a Conservative Party magazine, 
that we have another MP patron who is not 
a Conservative, that we have had Leftwing 
writers in the magazine, that we are linked 
to lots of other websites too, and that I was 


being ironic in 1987 are simply brushed 
aside as irrelevant. They simply do not 
conform to the preconception of “Rightwing 
bad, Leftwing good!” 

To a dispassionate observer, the whole 
feeding frenzy seems as credible as the 
allegations of Nadine Milroy-Sloan, but 
some on the Left are always anxious to 
believe the worst of their opponents, and 
are just as fond of conspiracies as some on 
the Right. Even subtler Leftists, who can 
see through such stories, are complicit in 
them, because as far as they are concerned 
the most important thing is to defeat the 
“forces of conservatism”. 


Does media bias matter? 


It could be argued that none of this matters 
very much. Readers of the Independent and 
Guardian are in any case unlikely to find 
Right Now! especially simpatico, the Daily 
Mirror is essentially a kind of comic (albeit 
without the humour), and everyone knows 
that the BBC has a strong Leftwing bias. 
People’s memories are short and newspapers 
are thrown away once finished with. 
Arguably, as Britain falls inexorably apart 
and far-Left chickens come home to roost 
(such as in September at the World Trade 
Centre or, in a much smaller way, during 
the summer in Bradford), being attacked by 
1968-generation publications may actually 
help us in the eyes of more thoughtful people. 
Perhaps one should not get too outraged 
about this blatant media bias. The strong 
have always oppressed the weak, and 
probably always will, and have always 
justified their various oppressions 
ingeniously to themselves and to others. 
But this misrepresentation does matter, 
because eventually legislation is formed on 
such ideological definitions, once they have 
become so widely accepted that they seem 
almost to be objective, scholarly words. And 
some conservative journalists seem still to 


be primarily concerned with the economy, 
which means that they ignore the far more 
important cultural battleground. Thus 
‘racism’, ‘sexism’ and ‘homophobia’ have 
moved rapidly from Frankfurt School 
pamphlets into the Encyclopaedia Britannica 
and Hansard. 

There is not all that much that can be 
done to change perceptions in the short term, 
and even in the longer term matters will only 
improve gradually and in piecemeal fashion. 
Few people can be reasoned with, especially 
Leftwing journalists who have immersed 
themselves so deeply in contemporary 
culture that they have a vested emotional 
interest in maintaining the status quo. It may 
well be that we will have to wait for a new 
generation before the worst effects of Bob 
Dylan, Dr Spock, Bertrand Russell and 
Frantz Fanon wear off. 

For now, publications like Right Now! 
can (just about) be written off or ignored by 
the Leftwing establishment — even as we gain 
ever greater credibility on the Right. Yet 
Nature, as has often been noted, has a habit 
of reasserting herself, and the whole 
Leftwing experiment is so patently 
unfeasible that it can only be a question of 
time before harsh reality interposes itself. 
Already there are indications that senior 
figures on the Left are very worried about 
some of the consequences of decades of 
Leftwing politicking, and shocking events 
like that of 11th September can only hasten 
the final unravelling of the ‘rainbow 
coalition’ against the West. 

Magazines like Right Now! may actually 
be only very slightly in advance of public 
opinion, and could be co-opted into the 
mainstream surprisingly quickly. Things can 
change very quickly in politics. Today’s 
orthodoxy can become tomorrow’s super- 
stition, today’s heretics tomorrow’s sages — 
and today’s ‘extremism’ tomorrow’s 
platitude. Q 


Derek Turner is the editor of Right Now! 


(1) Searchlight has received over £150,000 
from National Lottery funds 
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Broken Windows 





A dispatch from 
Microsoftland: 
Alberto Mingardi 
looks 
contemptuously at 
a small, but 
significant, 
corporate 
capitulation to 
political 
correctness 








very new version of Microsoft Windows 

has included a popular, if rather 

wishy-washy, game called ‘Windows 

Minesweeper’, also known as ‘Winmine’. 

That is, every new version did include it, 
until Windows 2000. 

If any of you noticed (or cared about) 
this omission, you might be wondering why. 
The answer is simple. Winmine, you see, 
“is an offence against the victims of mines, 
and to those who sacrifice themselves, 
risking their own lives, clearing the lands 
contaminated by these implements”. 

This is according to the Italian-based 
International Campaign to Ban Winmine 
(whose website may be found at http:// 
rcm.usr.dsi.unimi.it/remweb/fnm). In 1999, 
ICBW launched a petition through the 
Internet, in order to make Microsoft aware 
“of this mistake, and in the next versions of 
Windows to substitute the game with 
something more respectful of the person and 
of the environment”. And here is the 
apocalyptic conclusion: “If this happened, 
perhaps the Government of the USA would 
open its eyes”. 

I know, this sounds like a Dave 
Letterman joke. But it’s no joke, believe me 
- or look at the website for yourself. 
However, the most tragic thing is not this 
campaign itself, but the fact that Microsoft 
has paid attention to it. Now, users of 
Windows 2000 can no longer play Winmine, 
but have to play ‘Winflower’ instead. This 
is in open homage to ICBW, whose motto is 
“Sow flowers, not mines” (which is rather 
reminiscent of the 1960s Leftist rhetoric 
about putting flowers in one’s guns). 

But the politically correct universe is an 
restless, ever-changing place. As soon as one 
target has been disposed of, another one 
comes along, or is invented. Signs of 
weakness on the part of corporations or 
governments merely encourage a new 
shifting of the goalposts, and more emotive 
campaigns designed to prohibit, abolish or 


ban something. Not satisfied by the success 
of the ICBW campaign, and presumably 
before starting a crusade against the 
TombRaider heroine Lara Croft (who is 
clearly an extreme Rightwing gun-owner), 
another Italian group has sent a new petition 
to Microsoft. 
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Pargeted 
plasterwork on a 
house in Saffron 
Walden, Essex. 
Pargeting is a 
traditional East 
Anglian craft, 
and there are 
several similar 
buildings in this 
attractive town, 
including the 
famous Sun Inn. 























The town derived 
its name from the 
growing of 
saffron in the 
Middle Ages, and 
the trade is 
commemorated in 
the impressive 
church of St 
Mary the Virgin. 








This time, the group is called the 
International Campaign to Ban Solitaire 
(their Italian-language website is at http:// 
members.nbci.com/nosolitario/), solitaire 
being the other popular, harmless game 
released with Windows. “We fight an even 
more dangerous enemy than Winmine”, the 
ICBN web page assures us, because solitaire, 
like every card game, is — horror of horrors 
—a first step towards gambling. Since many 
gamblers feel depressed after a bad hand, 
and some even try suicide, the only possible 
solution is to banish solitaire from all of the 
world’s computers. 

Although political correctness is 
notoriously difficult to define, it always turns 
tragedy into farce, and always transforms 
simple humanitarianism into a kind of 
hysteria - even when it is in aid of a laudable 
cause, such as landmine clearance. But it 
seems that Bill Gates doesn’t agree. All I can 
say is that I’m proud to bea Macuser. O 
Alberto Mingardi is a regular columnist for 
Libero, a conservative daily newspaper based 
in Milan. He has also contributed to the 
European Journal, National Review and Wall 
Street Journal Europe. He is a visiting fellow 
with the Atlas Economic Research 
Foundation in Fairfax, Virginia 
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Famous local sons 
include Dick 
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Benefits of modern 
education 

Around 20% of people in the UK 
aged between 15 and 21 are poor 
spellers, according to a survey 
carried out by the Bloomsbury 
publishing firm. This compares 
to a 1912 figure of 2%. The 
general secretary of the Scottish 
Secondary Schools Association 
denied that today’s children are 
worse educated than those of 
1912, saying: “In 1912 the vast 
majority of children would have 
been living in poverty and 
learning in bleak classrooms. 
They certainly wouldn’t have had 
the computer skills and be able 
to express themselves creatively 
and in an articulate way”. 
(Scotsman, 18th August 2001) 


Market forces 

The National Criminal Intelligence 
Service has estimated that illegal 
immigration is the principal 
criminal activity for 3% of all 
the UK’s organised crime gangs, 
and an important activity for a 
further 5% of gangs. This means 
that 78 out of the UK’s estimated 
900 organised criminal gangs 
earn all or much of their money 
through illegal immigration. 
(Daily Telegraph, 9th August 
2001) 


Mixing motives 
Glasgow City Council is 
receiving £20m per year from the 
Home Office for housing 
‘asylum-seekers’ in a five year 
programme which is planned 
eventually to give homes to 8,500 
‘refugees’ —- £165 a week for each 
family and £120 per week for a 
single person. The average rent 
the Council receives from 
existing Sighthill tenants is £50 
per week. Meanwhile, even after 
the murder of 22 year old Kurd, 
Firsat Dag just outside the estate, 
Chief Superintendent Kevin 
Smith of Strathclyde Police 
described Sighthill as a “model 
for integration”. (Daily Telegraph, 
9th August 2001) 

‘Community’ policing 
In the new Metropolitan Police 
handbook, 35,000 officers and 
civilian staff have been told to 
avoid using the word ‘homo- 
sexual’, but to use ‘gay’ instead. 
The handbook says that 
“Homosexual is a medical term 
used to criminalise lesbians, gay 
men and transsexuals in the 19th 
century” — an opinion described 
as “odd” by Fiona Macpherson 


of the Oxford English Dictionary. 
(Daily Telegraph, 18th August 
2001) 
Cosmoprats 

The founder of the magazine 
Wallpaper is launching a new 
magazine, Spruce, designed to 
appeal to ‘cosmocrats’ and 





‘tasteocrats’. A typical cosmocrat 
“works in finance, economics, 
film or the media and earns in 
excess of £40,000...they travel 
widely...they are not believers in 
class. Instead they like to 
differentiate themselves as a 
group by their taste concerns, by 
the purchasing of the right 
brands. They demonstrate their 
successful lifestyles through 
buying the right labels”. 
Tasteocrats are also “concerned 
with connoisseurship. They want 
to understand the gossip of the 
[fashion] industry. They know 
who the head of LVMH is. They 
talk about designers in first-name 
terms...” (Independent on 
Sunday, 26th August 2001) 


Crackpots 
A Spanish ceramics company, 
Porcelanosa, based in Peter- 
borough complained when the 
new road leading to their 
premises was named John Wesley 
Road, after the founder of 
Methodism. The road also leads 
to the Methodist Publishing 
House, who had made the official 
request to the city council. 
Porcelanosa said that the road’s 


| name could “offend their multi- 





racial workforce” — although no 
complaints had been received 
from any member of staff. 
(Evening Telegraph (Peter- 
borough) , 18th August 2001) 


Clown Prosecution 
Service 
The director of the Crown 
Prosecution Service, David 
Calvert-Smith, agreed with the 
authors of two separate reports, 
one commissioned by the 
Commission for Racial Equality 
and one an internal CPS 
investigation, conducted by a 
black woman, that the CPS was 
“institutionally racist”. Staff in 
the CPS’s Croydon office had 
self-segregated themselves along 
racial lines. Managers were 








aware of this situation and had 
done nothing to alter it. It was 
also claimed that white managers 
had discriminated against ethnic 
minority staff. But “change is 
under way”, he added. (Daily 
Telegraph, 27th July 2001) 


Cross-examinations 


“GCSE no longer has any 
intellectual depth. Taking them 
is really just a waste of my girls’ 
time - it just holds them 
up...GCSE is a brick wall in the 
middle of the 11-18 curriculum” 
- Elizabeth Diggory, High 
Mistress of the elite St Paul’s 
Girls’ School in London, 
agreeing that GCSEs are too easy 
for brighter children. (Daily 
Telegraph, 1st September 2001) 
Indian giving 
The EU is planning to increase 
co-operation between EU 
countries to tackle illegal 
immigration, whilst simultan- 
eously making it easier for 
foreign workers to migrate to and 
take jobs in Europe, announced 
Antonio Vitorino, EU Home 
Affairs Commissioner at a press 
conference. (Daily Telegraph, 
12th July 2001) 


Principled President 
US President Bush is considering 
plans to grant amnesty to 3.5- 
4.5m illegal Hispanic immigrants 
— in an attempt to win extra 
Hispanic votes for the 2004 
election. (Daily Telegraph, 27th 
July 2001) 


Irreducible core 
Lauren Booth, the Prime 
Minister’s sister-in-law, has 
admitted that when she was 
looking for a Haringey Council- 
approved child-minder to look 
after her daughter Alexandra, she 
at one point refused to see any 
more who could not speak 
English properly, after several 
“frustrating conversations”. 
Then she found herself thinking 
things like “You want someone 
like yourself to care for her” and 
“Don’t you want Alex to behave 
like a Western European?” She 
went on, “A new voice was 
speaking to me... Whereas 
anything goes for me culturally, 





WG i 
¥ 





there is a frightening sense of 
‘white is right’ where [Alex] is 
concerned. Or, if not ‘right’, 
then ‘recognisable’... The tribal 
protectiveness that started to flow 
along with my breast milk will 
not dry up so easily.” (Mail on 
Sunday, 






Pecksniffian protestation 
“I most value, and most fear the 
loss of, our freedom of 
expression” — Alan Rusbridger, 
editor of the Guardian, quoted 
as part of the Daily Telegraph’s 
“Free Country” campaign. 
(Daily Telegraph, \1th July 
2001) 


Bottom-feeding 

“In a post-pill, post-marital, 
post-monogamy society, we’re all 
- male and female, gay and 
straight - tangoing in Sodom. 
Anal sex is such a “hot” issue 
not just because it represents 
anxious identities, but also 
because it symbolises the non- 
reproductive, non-romantic use 
of sex we’re all making: one up 
the bum for fun — no harm done” 
- Mark Simpson, on Mark 
Ravenhill’s new play Mother 
Clap’s Molly House. 
(Independent on Sunday, 26th 
August 2001) 


Drago artiste 
During the summer 2001 term, 
Edward Drago, a student at the 
College of New Jersey, and office 
holder in the College’s homo- 
sexual student organisation, 
reported that he had received 
threatening e-mails and notes 
saying “Die faggot. We will get 
you.” and that swastikas had 
been carved on the door of his 
room. A large supportive rally 
was accordingly held at the 
college, described thus by one 
student: “Everyone was wearing 
the pink ribbon...a lot of people 
were really upset, and a lot of 
effort was being put forth about 
it”. Drago moved in with a 
female professor who offered to 
look after him. On 21st August, 
he confessed to making up the 
whole story, and has now been 
charged with harassment and 
filing false reports. (The 
Trentonian (New Jersey), 23rd 
August 2001) 
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An English Nationalism 


Tony Linsell, Athelney, King’s Lynn, 
2001, pb, 428pps, £16.90 


Reviewed by Richard Body 


Just half an hour before I sat down to write 
these lines, I read in my newspaper that 
according to a UN report there are 22 million 
prospective asylum seekers in many different 
countries. Their one common denominator 
is that they all seem to have England as their 
first choice of asylum. 

Let us note it is England, not Britain. 
So far the English have gathered in six 
million of ethnic minorities. It is not Britain, 
for only an insignificant number go to the 
other three countries of the UK. 

Quite naturally these ethnic minorities, 
once in England, prefer to live in a 


community of their own kind, hence the 1 
colonies that have settled in particular ee 


y 


streets of London and other cities. If 
natural for them, why should it be any 
different for the English? 

The situation changes when the minority 
wants to behave like the English. Then we 
can all live happily together in the same 
street. In the meanwhile, what happens to 
the English who live in the street taken over 
by the ethnics? The author of this tremendous 
book was one of them. In short, he too had 
to be an asylum seeker, who sought and 
found his asylum in a very English county 
many miles out of London. 

Whether he set off on his migration as 
devoted to, and as knowledgeable about, his 
country and her people as he is today, must 
be doubtful. What is certain is that having 
found his own bit of true England, he is 
proud to be English and wishes others to 
share in that pride, not just those fortunate 
to be so born and bred, but also the millions 
who may wish to be co-opted into the race. 

He is not doling out a wallop of 
sentimental slush. There is no word about 
rose-covered cottages down leafy lanes, nor 
even elderly aunts bicycling to Communion 
in the mist of early morn. No, this is a 
textbook like the sort we had at school, with 
defined chapters and sectioned paragraphs, 
for easy revision the week before exams. But 
it is none the worse for that, for it is not so 
much a book to read one week-end and then 
discard to the furthermost shelf, but (because 
there is so much in it) to digest it at a slower 
pace, and thereafter to keep it handy for 
future reference. 

Linsell has divided his tome into four 
parts, and each has several chapters. I 
counted 206 sections in the table of contents. 

He begins, though, with a short 
Foreword. Subscribers to Right Now! need 
not read it; everyone else ought to be made 
to read it at least twice. Pupils in English 
schools are being deprived of any knowledge 
of their own country, he reminds us, but does 
not add that no teacher in Scotland or Wales 
would dare do the same. 
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“Reading maketh a full man” _ “Bacon 


Then he tells of why he wrote this book. 
Visiting a school, he faced a poster 
proclaiming “We British are a rich mixture”. 
To emphasize the richness it listed 
Bangladeshi, Jamaican, Welsh, Nigerian, 
Somali, Turkish, Scots, Indian, Cypriot, 
Irish (note the juxtaposition). He asked why 
the English were not included. It was the 
teacher’s reaction, more than the poster 
itself, which I think drove the author to 
devote thousands of hours putting together 
his book. 

Part I is specifically about the English. 
Several millennia ago they dwelt by the Black 
Sea, but in due course came to settle between 
the Jutes and Saxons on the plains of 
northern Europe. There they evolved a 
distinct culture and seemingly a good and 
just society. As it was pagan and therefore 
bad in the eyes of the Church records of it 
have been suppressed. Still, fragments 
survived by word of mouth which 
archaeologists have verified. 

Readers may think much of this Part a 
bit too remote and a kindly author tells us 
we can skip it, returning later when we see 
its relevance. The point is that in their origins 
the English have nothing to be ashamed of; 
indeed the contrary is the case. 

However, he misses out a saga I spelt 
out in my England for the English: how our 
distant forbears came to settle here as 
peasants and asylum seekers; how they 
rowed their way across the North Sea in 
boats laden with ploughs, axes, women and 
children and with food and water for a 
journey that took several weeks of sweat 





upon the oars. It was a journey in which 
thousands perished through starvation, 
exhaustion, dehydration and hypothermia. 

Parts II and III broaden out. Now Linsell 
sets before us real red meat, not for just 
the English but nations everywhere. 
Globalisation is not merely about consumers 
given the freedom to buy what they want 
from anywhere in the world. There is a 
political dimension too: in which the moguls 
of industrial empires can tell elected 
governments what to do. 

What may prove to be worse is cultural 
globalisation. Hand in hand comes political 
correctness, the weapon of the Liberal Left, 
which is used to subvert our values and 
beliefs. Why don’t we call it linguistic 
fascism? 

Linsell is brave enough to take head-on 
the subject of race. He goes on to state the 
case for nationalism. While making it clear 
it need be nothing to do with murdering 
people like the IRA, to whom the Liberal 
Left are ever willing to pander and promote, 
he shows it is a perfectly natural and justified 
point of view. Why should a nation not 
determine its own future by governing itself, 
provided it does no harm to other nations? 

The Liberal Left see it differently. They 
applaud nationalism all around the world. 
They applaud it even in the United Kingdom 
provided it is in Scotland or Wales. In Ulster, 
they are in a quandary. There a minority 
can be nationalists, but not the majority. As 
for England, a nationalist is axiomatically a 
nazi. 

In Part IV, the author applies his truths 
to England’s future. He is, needless to say, 
a pessimist unless we change direction pretty 
soon. A passionate heart wrote this book, 
yet every sentence is rational. 

Sir Richard Body was a Conservative MP 
and is the author of England for the English 


Man, Beast and Zombie: 
What Science Can And Cannot 


Tell Us About Human Nature 
Kenan Malik, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 
London, 2000, hb, 470pps, £20 


Reviewed by Leslie Jones 





Kenan Malik used to write for the journal 
Living Marxism, now defunct. These days 
he calls himself a humanist. But judged by 
the contents of this book, diehard Marxist 
is a more accurate description. For like 
Marx, Malik believes that the “history of 
Man [is] governed not by natural laws, but 
by social laws, unique to the human sphere”. 

In the preliminary chapters the history 
of the science of man is considered. There 
are sophomoric sketches of Comte, Darwin, 
Descartes and Spencer, amongst others. 
Truisms abound in these early chapters. The 
Victorian age, the writer informs us, “was 
predominantly liberal and forward-looking, 
an age of science and invention”. The Origin 
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of Species was “a milestone in racial 
biology”. And “the horrors of Nazism and 
the Holocaust undermined racial science”. 

Malik contends that whereas the 
Romantics engendered the divisive concept 
of race, the Philosophes upheld the unity, 
rationality and potential equality of all men. 
For Malik, the theory that racial characteristics 
are only skin-deep and are caused by climatic 
differences typifies Enlightenment thinking. 
As he observes, Blumenbach, Buffon and 
Wilhelm von Humboldt championed this 
theory. Yet, as Dinesh D’Souza points out 
in The End of Racism, some of the greatest 
Enlightenment thinkers entertained views 
that would now be called “racist”. Hegel, 
Hume, Lord Kames, Kant, Montesquieu and 
Voltaire all thought that the civilisation gap 
between different peoples could be explained 
in racial terms. Malik mentions Hume’s 
suggestion that there is a universal human 
nature — but not his opinion that blacks are 
naturally inferior to the whites! 

In the subsequent chapters, some 
currently fashionable thinking on human 
nature is assessed. There is a critical 
examination of cognitive science, ethology, 
evolutionary psychology and sociobiology. 
Concerning evolutionary psychology, the 
author discerns the same failings that 
geneticist Richard Lewontin detects in 
sociobiology, namely methodological 
individualism, genetic determinism and 
confusion between the qualities of animals 
and those of society. He also endorses 
Lewontin’s various criticisms of behavioural 
genetics. 

The big idea in these later chapters is 
unexceptionable, though hardly original. To 
wit, human behaviour cannot be reduced to 
animal behaviour since humans have 
language, abstract thought and cultural 
transmission. In the Mismeasure of Man, 
Stephen Jay Gould reaches the same 
conclusion. 

According to Professor Gould, the notion 
that science is objective is risible. Fellow 
Marxist Richard Lewontin goes further. In 
The Doctrine of DNA: Biology As Ideology, 
he suggests that science has replaced religion 
as the chief institution for legitimising 
society. In these circles, science, especially 
social science, is considered highly 
susceptible to cultural influences. The only 
exception allowed is Marxist sociology, 
unerringly objective according to its 
practitioners. Malik is no less sceptical about 
the objectivity of the sciences of man. In 
his estimation, the current attempts to base 
these disciplines on biology bespeak a 
widespread pessimism about the human 
condition caused by the Holocaust and the 
collapse of communism. Equally, the 19th 
Century scientists who posited significant 
racial differences, including such luminaries 
as Agassiz, Darwin, Huxley, Morton and 
Spencer, were incorrigibly biased, “blind 
to scientific truth”. Unlike Kenan Malik, 
they could not see that race is primarily a 





social construct. Racism apparently creates 
a special kind of blindness. Only Marxists 
are immune to it. ; 

How, then, does the author account for 
the persistent difference in average IQ scores 
between European and African Americans? 
Since for Malik it is self-evident that all 
populations have the same innate potential, 
there can only be one possible explanation 
~ discrimination against African Americans 
as a group and other, unspecified social 
factors. On the Left, racism has long been 
regarded as a powerful tool for preserving 
class rule. And IQ testing is invariably 
dismissed as pseudo-scientific, a nefarious 
attempt to justify black and working-class 
oppression. 

Malik, a self-styled rationalist, recently 
warned liberals not to ignore science or 
censor data. He encouraged them to engage 
in a constructive debate about racial 
differences (“Why black will beat white at 
the Olympics”, New Statesman, 18th 
September 2000). In the same article, 
however, Malik described J Philippe Rushton, 
one of the few scientists prepared to address 
these differences, as a racist. And in Man, 
Beast and Zombie, “Harvard educationalist” 
(sic) Arthur Jensen fares no better. His 
famous 1969 essay, “How much can we 
boost IQ and scholastic achievement?” is 
summarised thus: “blacks naturally [have] 
a lower IQ than whites”. Note the interesting 
omission of the all-important, qualifying 
phrase “on average”. Clearly, some forms 
of rationalism are compatible with name- 
calling and distortion. 

Thoughtful people worry about “the 
racial gap and all its educational and social 
consequences” (Professor Jensen, personal 
communication). But Kenan Malik disputes 
the discomfiting theory that human beings 
are biologically constrained. He thereby 
brings a welcome balm that assuages these 
anxieties. Needless to say, Man, Beast and 
Zombie has generally received an ecstatic 
reception. 


Dr Leslie Jones is an historian and author 


The Rape of the Constitution? 


Keith Sutherland (ed), Imprint Academic, 
Thorverton, Devon, 2000, pb, 384pps, 
£12.99 


Reviewed by Allan Robertson 


This book’s appearance has been prompted 
by the unprecedented number of 
constitutional changes over which the Blair 
administration has presided since 1997. As 
Margaret Thatcher said when she saw the 
book “I only wonder if you need that 
question mark in the title”. 27 contributors 
have written articles on the changes brought 
about by our national parliament’s 
subservience to European law, the effects 
of Scottish and Welsh devolution, reform of 
the House of Lords, the implications of the 
Human Rights Act 1998, the rise of the 





media in the British polity, the future of local 
government and the growth of the power of 
the executive at the expense of the House of 
Commons. Contributors from across the 
political spectrum include Peter Carrington, 
Peter Hitchens, Simon Jenkins, Peter 
Oborne, Norman Tebbit and Peter Shore. 

All the contributors write stimulating 
essays, although Roy Jenkins must think that 
readers are simpletons, as he insists on 
repeating the Europhile mantra that the 
single currency will not lead to a political 
union. Messrs Prodi, Kohl and Delors have 
been more honest in recent years. 

As a reactionary in constitutional 
matters, I found that the comments of 
Michael Beloff QC in the foreword found a 
resonance with me. Beloff argued that one 
could take a view on the desirability of 
enlarging judicial power at the expense of 
parliament but the present practice of 
allowing this to happen by stealth was 
unacceptable. The British constitution is in 
fact being altered in a manner neither 
consistent with tradition nor reason. 

I share Labour MP Tam Dalyell’s fears 
about Scotland ultimately leaving the union, 
but only if the devolution experiment is 
allowed to continue. Similarly, I share Tony 
Benn’s concerns about the unaccountability 
of the security services. People on the Right 
should remember that it is not just Islamic 
militants, CND supporters or anti-capitalist 
protestors who could face harassment from 
the security services. The attempts by Leftists 
in the media to blot out and smear patriotic 
analyses of life and society could easily be 
reinforced by Whitehall ordering the security 
services to harass politically incorrect 
opponents, even if those opponents are 
committed to peaceful and democratic means. 

As a means of addressing some of the 
many problems identified in this volume, 
the House of Commons should initiate a 
major reduction in the so-called ‘payroll 
vote’ which has been allowed to expand far 
too much since 1945. There also needs to 
be a huge reduction in the number of political 
and media advisers in government who owe 
their loyalty to the administration which 
appointed them. Most importantly, we need 
to withdraw from the European Union so as 
to regain control over huge areas of policy 
of which we have lost control since 1972. 

One can only agree with the conclusion 
of John Humphreys that The Rape of the 
Constitution? “could scarcely be more 
timely or more needed”. All who care about 
safeguarding our traditions and freedoms 
should read this important book. 


Copies of The Rape of the Constitution? 
may be obtained from Imprint Academic, 
PO Box 1, Thorverton, Devon, EX5 5YX. 
Tel: (01392) 841600 Fax: (01392) 841478 
Internet: www.imprint.co.uk 

Right Now readers qualify for a special 
£2 discount per copy ordered 


Allan Robertson is a contributing editor, 
Right Now! 
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THE WEST'S FIFTH COLUMN 


As I write people are still in shock at the 
sheer scale of the horror perpetrated by the 
kamikaze terrorists in New York and 
Washington a few days ago. It looks like this 
is the work of followers of Osama bin 
Laden, and no doubt the US will be able to 
extract some revenge on him and maybe the 
Afghan government too. 

At some point however intelligent people 
must put emotions to one side and consider 
what we can learn from this terrible event. 
The first and most immediate thought must 
be how to ensure that there are no copy-cat 
attacks. The answer is relatively straight- 
forward. The Civil Aviation Authority and, 
in the US, the FAA, must insist that airlines 
prevent hijackers from gaining control of an 
airplane by sealing off the cockpit from the 
rest of the aircraft, by installing a steel door, 
which must remain locked for the entire 


flight, and making the cockpit self-sufficient, ty 


with its own toilet and cooking facilities. 

Beyond that, it must be clearly under- 
stood that this was an atrocity just waiting to 
happen. I have previously argued that, given 
the statistical evidence that Blacks are 
proportionately more likely to commit crimes 
than Whites, it is a scandalous dereliction of 
duty for the police not to engage in racial 
profiling. If you want to catch fish, go where 
the fish are. Liberals, of course, bury their 
heads in the sand, refuse to accept the facts, 
and insist that racial profiling is wrong. It 
was just this sort of attitude which led to the 
US government telling American airline 
companies recently, according to The Times, 
that “they would be breaching passengers’ 
civil rights if they made extra checks on 
those of Arab origin”. Norman Mineta, US 
Transportation Secretary, stated “security 
measures are necessary to protect the flying 
public against possible terrorist attacks, but 
we must also protect the civil rights of 
airline passengers”. 

There is no doubt that Arabs were 
responsible for the kamikaze attacks as pas- 
sengers identified them as such in mobile 
phone calls to their families. A government 
which is more interested in the ‘civil rights’ 
of foreigners than in protecting its own 
people from being brutally murdered is a 
government of traitors. 

Liberals will, no doubt, rush to point out 
that many Arabs live in the West and are not 
therefore ‘foreigners’. Apart from the old 
question of how nationality should be 
determined, this simply highlights the danger 
of the huge populations of Muslims in the 
West. While many are, undoubtedly, 
peaceful and law-abiding, the US, Canada, 
Britain, Germany and France all have resi- 
dent fanatical Muslims who are a danger to 
our national security. How sensible is it to 
allow them to stay here? 

As an aside, it is worth noting that here 
in Britain the problem is not limited to 
Muslim extremists. The government must 
reverse its decision to allow Jamaicans to 





“How few men are strong enough to stand 
against the prevailing currents of opinion 
... Be prepared to stand up faithfully for 


Right 
blow” 


and Truth, however the wind may 


Winston Churchill 


travel here without visas. As a result of this 
open-doors policy Britain is a haven for 
Yardie murderers and cocaine smugglers. 
The US recently introduced a visa require- 
ment for Jamaicans, so why not Britain? It 
couldn’t be anything to do with Labour 
sucking up to the black vote, could it? 

Some commentators have stated that the 
US must review its biased Middle East 
policy. Supporting Israel both financially 
and militarily has led to the sort of anger and 
despair among Arab Muslims which finds 
an outlet in suicide attacks, but America's 
foreign policy cannot be decided by terrorists. 
All countries must base their foreign policy 
solely upon their own self-interest. /fit is in 
the US’s best interests to support Israel, then 
that is what they should do, but if it is not 
then a change of policy is long overdue. This 
is a question for Uncle Sam, rather than John 
Bull, to answer. 

I have one final question. Britain has 
pledged its support to the US promise to act 
against both terrorists and those nations that 
give them refuge. Is this wise of us? I ask not 
because I fear reprisals from the terrorists 
but rather from the Americans themselves. 
Britain, after all, has freed terrorists from 
prison and even given them seats in 
government. We allow terrorists to keep 
murderous arsenals and to travel freely 
without restrictions. Surely it is time for 
Bush to nuke London? 


Blair’s hypocrisy in condemning 
terrorism abroad while surrendering to the 
IRA at home is nauseating. British troops 
are sent to Macedonia to collect weapons 
surrendered by the KLA terrorists, because 
this is essential as a ‘confidence building’ 
measure for peace and stability. Yet this 
analysis somehow doesn’t apply to North- 
ern Ireland, where the Unionists are left to 
make their stand on this issue all alone. Iain 
Duncan Smith should make his support for 
Tony Blair’s actions conditional ona reversal 
of policy in Ulster. Terrorists are not the 
only fifth columnists we have to fear. Our 
politicians are just as guilty, and even more 
dangerous, as they are the terrorists’ very 
lifeblood. 


THE ISSUE THAT WON’T GO 
AWAY 


They'll never admit that we were right, of 
course, but had they listened to us they 
wouldn’t be in this awful mess. A boatload 
of immigrants lands in France, more 
boatloads head for Australia and hundreds 
of immigrants try to storm the Channel 
tunnel. The dictionary defines ‘invade’ as 
‘swarm into’; let there be no doubt then, we 
are being invaded. 

The politicians haven’t got a clue what to 
do and are desperately trying to make up 
policy on the hoof. Some, of course, are 
more clueless than others, and unfortu- 
nately we have the misfortune of having the 
dumbest of the lot. Every day we read 
stories of more immigrants getting in by 
train, by lorry and by boat. Worrying though 
these cases are they are dwarfed by the silent 
invasion by the hundreds of thousands who 
arrive as students or visitors, but never 
leave, or come as fiancés, spouses or other 
family members, or enter with false 
documents. 

A recent report by the Immigration Ser- 
vice Union estimated that around 200,000 
immigrants will get in to Britain this year, 
and that there are at least a million illegals 
here already. The independent Centre for 
Policy Studies (CPS) have estimated that the 
number of people entering Britain is at least 
400,000 a year. The government continue to 
refuse to accept the facts and, as usual, 
simply abuse the messenger, laughably de- 
scribing the CPS as an “ultra-right-wing 
organisation”! Nevertheless the Home Office 
have said they would be pleased to meet the 
CPS if they come forward with “anything 
sensible” in terms of solutions. 

As a far more moderate organisation 
here are a few sensible solutions from Right 
Now! for the Home Office to consider. The 
reasons why so many bogus asylum seekers 
are so keen to come here rather than stay in 
France are simple and entirely within the 
government’s powers to control. The main 
reasons are, first, that Britain grants permis- 
sion to stay far more readily than other 
countries; second, even if permission is 
refused hardly anyone is ever deported, and 
finally, it is much easier to obtain benefits 





24 


Right Now! October/December 2001 


and work here in the appropriately-named 
black economy. 

I have long argued that, owing to our 
geographical position, Britain does not re- 
ceive any genuine asylum-seekers. Genuine 
refugees go to the nearest safe country, 
whereas all those who come here have 
travelled over or across several other safe 
countries first. For instance, since the start 
of the troubles in Afghanistan millions have 
fled to Iran and Pakistan. While I can accept 
that persecution may have played a part in 
inducing some of them to come here, the fact 
that they ignored many safe countries on 
their way here proves that asylum was not 
their principal motivation. 

Although it follows from this that I 
would like to see all asylum applications 
refused, I know this will not happen. Nev- 
ertheless, the minimum the government could 
do would be to limit the granting of asylum 
to those who qualify under international rules. 
This may seem obvious, but the fact is that 
unlike France, Germany and other countries 
Britain grants refugee status even to those 
who are not in fear of their government, as 
required by the 1951 United Nations 
Convention on Refugees. Germany used to 
have a policy much like ours but since 
adopting a more rigorous approach and 
instantly deporting those caught entering 
from safe, third countries the number of 
asylum applications there has dropped to a 
fifth of its previous level. Is it any wonder 
that a quarter of all Europe’s asylum appli- 
cations are now made here in Britain? 

Another criticism I've been making for 
years is the failure to deport those whose 
applications are refused. As always on 
immigration issues the government talks 
tough, but it’s all a deceit. The government 
have claimed that they have an “ambitious” 
target of removing 24,000 failed asylum- 
seekers and their dependants, but this is, in 
fact, far fewer than the 43,465 applicants 
against whom enforcement action was 
mounted last year... and yet only 3,540 
were actually removed. The government's 
pledge has, however, worried the politically 
correct Metropolitan Police who have 
warned that immigration officers who arrest 
immigrants in order to deport them could 
spark off race riots. 

The Conservatives have claimed that the 
solution is to house all applicants in recep- 
tion centres until their application has been 
resolved, thereby preventing them from 
disappearing. Unfortunately they failed to 
take account of our notoriously liberal judges. 
The High Court recently decided that holding 
applicants at the Oakington reception centre 
breaches their ‘human rights’. Whether the 
government’s appeal against this nonsense 
is successful or not hardly matters though, 
since, as the Evening Standard stated, 
commenting on the CPS report, “Oakington, 
supposed to fast-track claims and speed up 
removals of hopeless cases, has failed 
because people are still allowed to appeal 
against decisions, at which point they can 


leave the centre and ‘despite all the money 
and care spent on them, they are free to melt 
into society’”. Given that Oakington costs 
more per resident than a room at the Ritz, 
perhaps the government could simply hire 
the hotel and put asylum applicants there; 
would this breach their ‘human rights’, I 
wonder? 

The other main attraction of Britain is 
material. As soonas ‘asylum-seekers’ apply 
for asylum they are eligible for benefits and 
free healthcare, education and housing. Ille- 
gal immigrants can also get healthcare and 
education as there are no checks on people 
to ensure they are here legally and entitled 
to receive these. It is also easy to get work, 
as there are 20 million more National Insur- 
ance numbers than there are people in Britain 
and almost no checks or penalties on em- 
ployers of illegal workers. 

So what are the solutions? First, the 
rules on eligibility for asylum need to be 
changed so that those who do not qualify 
under the strict definition of the Conven- 
tion, or who have passed through a safe third 
country, are immediately refused asylum. 
All applicants must be held in detention 
while their applications are considered and 
there must be no right of appeal against these 
decisions. Applicants who are refused must 
be immediately deported, as must any illegal 
immigrant found here (again, with no right 
of appeal). Tamper-proof cards (with mag- 
netic strips and holograms like credit cards) 
should be issued for access to GPs or 
hospitals, as well as when enrolling children 
at schools. Emloyers caught using illegal 
workers should be fined 15% of their 
turnover. 

Unless the Home Office listen to these 
sensible solutions this will remain, in the 
words of The Sun, “the issue that won't go 
away”. The coverage given by the media to 
this issue is itself worthy of mention. You 
would expect the BBC and the Leftwing rags 
to adopt an ‘immigration-is-good-for-us- 
let-them-all-in’ line, and you wouldn't be 
disappointed. Some people are surprised, 
however, by those papers that complain 
about the level of illegal immigration yet are 
the first to campaign against an individual’s 
deportation. Politicians and journalists are 
unable to stick to principles based on facts 
and logic in the face of mawkish and tearful 
appeals - usually involving children. Are 
there no intelligent people left who can 
divorce emotion and logic? Unless they 
stand up soon we will all be sucked under by 
the quicksands of sentimentality. 


TORIES AT THE 
CROSSROADS 


So the Tories finally confirmed that, ‘Yes! 
it’s IDS!’ The nation rejoices. With over 
60% of the vote Iain Duncan Smith's victory 
was incontrovertible and gives him a mandate 
to steer the party in the direction he wants. 
But which direction will it be? The leader- 
ship election campaign was masterfully 
bland, except for a ludicrously contrived 


race controversy. 

Worryingly, IDS seems as terrified of 
this issue as all other Tories. “I do not agree 
with the policy of voluntary repatriation and 
never have”, he said. Whyever not? Support 
for voluntary repatriation used to be official 
Tory policy. The 1966 election manifesto, 
for instance, offered to “help those immi- 
grants already here to rejoin their families in 
their countries of origin”. And why not? 
The Tories are supposed to be the party of 
freedom of choice. If a man chooses to 
return to his country of origin then why 
shouldn’t a good Tory offer to help him? 

I have never heard a good argument 
against voluntary repatriation. The idea that 
it is ‘racist’ is demolished by the fact that 
many blacks, such as former MP Bernie 
Grant, support it. Was the Tory party in 
1966 ‘racist’? You might, of course, reason- 
ably ask why the government - ie, taxpayers 
- should spend money helping immigrants 
return home. The fact is, however, that their 
departure would bring tremendous benefits 
in terms of reduced unemployment costs, 
medical care, schooling, housing demand, 
crime and policing costs, etc. So, IDS, why 
not support voluntary repatriation? The term 
sounds rather outdated, I know, so in this 
age of presentation let’s call it ‘assisted 
return’. Happy now? 

Having rejected the has-been Euromaniac 
Ken Clarke the Tories have given them- 
selves the chance to morph into a genuinely 
populist party... or wither away, scorned as 
insignificant and irrelevant. The problem is 
that although IDS started as the candidate of 
the ‘Right’, he spent the leadership cam- 
paign moving towards what The Times 
described as “the centre ground” - or what 
most people would call the Left. 

His pledge to review Tory party policy 
on Section 28 was not a good omen, and his 
shadow cabinet is equally worrying. Re- 
sponsibility for Northern Ireland has gone to 
Quentin Davies, on the Left of the party and 
unlikely to take a hardline approach towards 
IRA terrorists and their Sein Fein apolo- 
gists. That IDS is opposed to the Euro was 
taken for granted, but his appointment of 
Michael Ancram to lead on foreign affairs 
means that the Tories will probably continue 
their old policy of cringing compromise. 
Liam Fox’s retention of the health portfolio 
is good news, but will this issue be given the 
emphasis it deserves or will, as I fear is 
likely, Michael Howard and John Bercow, 
the economics spokesmen, be more obsessed 
with cutting a penny off taxes than funding 
a decent healthcare system? 

And will Oliver Letwin, appointed as 
shadow Home Secretary and considered a 
social liberal, be willing to argue for the 
necessary tough action against bogus asylum 
seekers and other illegal immigrants? It 
would be wrong to condemn any individual, 
or the shadow cabinet as a whole, until they 
have had the chance to prove themselves — 
but I am not optimistic. 

johnbull@englandmail.com 





Right Now! October/December 2001 


25 





Sir, 
I find it totally objectionable 
that there could be any 
connection between conservative 
values and eugenics (RN32). 
Kevin Lamb needs to 
remember all the geniuses, 
from Beethoven to Einstein, 
who had disabilities. Beethoven 
was deaf from syphilis, his 
parents were working class and 
his home was violent, while 
Einstein might have been 
autistic, as he didn’t say a word 
until he was three and did 
poorly at school. What a relief 
that the same issue of the 
magazine also included Valerie 
Riches and Family and Youth 
Concern, as otherwise I would 
not have continued my 
subscription. 

Tim Loder, 

Camberwell, London SE5 
Sir, 

What is all this nonsense about 
Iain Duncan Smith being too 
“Rightwing”? 

The fact is that the UK is 
the most Leftwing nation in 
Europe, with a disastrous, 
socialised health service and a 
uniquely dreadful socialist 
comprehensive education 
system, plus a whole raft of 
imported socialist regulation 
from Europe - much of it 
applied much more rigorously 
here than by our continental 
partners. Duncan Smith is so 
Left-of-centre compared to the 
rest of Europe that he has no 
proposals to replace the NHS 
with an insurance-based system 
or to return to a selective 
education system, both of 
which are universal in Europe. 
He does not even wish to leave 
the EU, which would be 
neither ‘Right’ nor ‘Left’, but 
merely commonsense, since 
nobody has been able to 
quantify the benefits we receive 
for the £20bn subscription. 

The Tories will not win 
power by being a slightly 
improved Labour Party. They 
will do so when they ‘join 
Europe’ by emulating sensible 
European policies — not by 
strangling the nation in a mess 
of legislation initiated by failed 
politicians and unelected civil 
servants. They will never win 
the next election, but under 
Duncan Smith they just might 
hold together until a new 
leader appears with the vision 
and courage to promote new 





“It is by benefit of letters that 


absent friends are, in a manner, 


brought together.” 
— Seneca 
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oo 
policies for the new 
millennium, not the failed 
panaceas of the 1950s and 
1960s. 
C Dunwich, 
Eye, Suffolk 


Sir, 

I read Adrian Davies’s review 
of John Bean’s autobiography 
(RN32) with great interest for 
its bearing on a question I have 
been pondering for some years. 
Is the term ‘Right’ applicable 
to Toryism - “the politics of 
memory”? At the time of the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, 
Lord Tebbit protested at the 
description of the hard line 
Stalinists as ‘Rightist’. In the 
context of the current use of 
the terms his protest was 
correct; it was absurd to 
describe purist communists as 
‘Rightist’ and even more absurd 
to imply that the demonstrators 
carrying portraits of the 


| martyred Czar and wearing 


ancient uniforms of the 
Imperial Army were, by 
contrast, Leftist. But are the 
terms used correctly? 

The terms originated in the 
French National Assembly. 
Those who wanted a 
constitutional monarchy, that is 
one in which the king held a 
defined and limited office, sat 
on the right. The Girondin, 
anarchists and communists sat 


| on the Left, and in the middle 


were the extremists of the 
Centre, the worst of all 
extremisms. In short, the terms 
are terms of the Revolution. 
The Royalists in France, and 
before them those of England, 
were not ‘Rightists’, any more 
than they were ‘Centrists’ or 
‘Leftists’. You may make your 
choice, the ‘Right’ or the 
‘Left’, the ‘War Party’ or the 
“Peace Party’, the communists 
or the fascists, but in every 








case you are choosing the 
revolution, not the “politics of 
memory”. The identification of 
the latter with the ‘Right/Left’ 
dichotomy is one of the 
triumphs of Revolutionary 
propaganda. 

Anthony Cooney, 

Liverpool 


Sir, 

In July my wife and I attended 
a graduation ceremony at 
Aston University, where our 
friend’s daughter was awarded 
her degree, a BsC in Modern 
Languages. 

The guest of honour was 
political scientist Alfred 
Grosser, who was awarded an 
honorary degree from the 
university. He was described as 
an important intellectual 
standardbearer for the 
‘European Idea’, so we knew 
what to expect from his closing 
speech - a glorified 
endorsement of “Community” 
friendship and the “wonderful” 
European Union, insults for the 


| British, a long-winded 


embellishment of humanism 
and all about his own 
wonderful achievements. 

I don’t have much experience 
of higher education, but I have 
long known that they are 
hotbeds of Marxism and 
humanism, which is why so 
many youngsters are 
brainwashed. It opened my 
eyes to see this sort of 
indoctrination at first hand, 


| and I hope that enough young 


people can see through it. 


| Perhaps I’m naive to think this, 


but I know that we who stand 
for righteousness have the truth 
on our side, and that the truth 
always prevails. In the 
meantime, we have a fight on 
our hands. 

S Kirkham, 

Stockport 








Sir, 
We are now assured on every 
hand that Islam is a ‘religion of 
peace’, and the terrorists 
represent a mere aberration in 
its history. Consider the 
following facts of history: 

“Islam — the teaching of 
Mohammed — conquered 
immediately in arms. 
Mohammed’s Arabian converts 
charged into Syria and won 
there two great battles, the first 
upon the Yarmuk to the east of 
Palestine in the highlands 
above the Jordan, the second in 
Mesopotamia. They went on to 
overrun Egypt; they pushed 
further and further into the 
heart of our Christian 
civilization... They could even 
occasionally threaten 
Constantinople itself... They 
even got as far as the very 
heart of Northern France, 
between Poitiers and Tours, 
less than a hundred years after 
their first victoires in Syria - 
in AD 732 

[We may add that in the 
11th Century, they pushed into 
India, killing tens of 
thousands of Buddhist monks 
and nuns, and in fact wiping 
out the entire Buddhist religion 
in its very motherland. ] 

“Millions of modern people 
of Europe and America have 
forgotten all about Islam... 
They take for granted that it is 
just a foreign religion which 
will not concern them. It is, in 
fact, the most formidable and 
persistent enemy which our 
civilization has had, and may 
at any moment become as large 
a menace in the future as it has 
in the past... 

“Tt very nearly destroyed us. 


| It kept up the battle against 
| Christendom actively for a 


thousand years, and the story is 
by no means over; the power of 
Islam may at any moment re- 
arise”. 

These words were written in 
1938 by Hilaire Belloc in his 
book The Great Heresies. Can 
we afford to ignore them? 


Jonathan Chaves 
Professor of Chinese, 
Chairman, Department of 
East Asian Languages & 
Literatures 

The George Washington 
University 

Washington, DC, 

USA 
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GERMANY a party that was only 


founded earlier this year shocked observers 
by winning 19.42% of the vote in the 
Hamburg regional elections in September, 
and bringing to an end 44 years of Social 
Democratic rule in the city. The Partei fur 
Rechtsstaatliche Offensive (which roughly 
translates as the Party for a Law and Order 
Offensive) was founded by Ronald Schill, a 
44 year old judge nicknamed “Judge 
Merciless” because of his zero tolerance 
sentencing, which included sending 
graffitists to high security prisons and 
sending a woman who scratched parked cars 
to prison, despite defence claims that she 
was mentally ill. Such policies did him no 
harm at all in a city where there is a burglary 
every two hours and there are major 
problems with drugs and prostitution, often 
connected to recent immigrant communities. 

He is also thought to have benefited from 
revelations that some of those responsible 
for the attacks on the World Trade Centre 
had lived or studied in Hamburg, which he 
has described as “a capital of crime, open 
to terrorists and drug dealers”. Schill has 
promised to cut crime by 50% during his 
first 100 days in office, although he may be 
circumscribed to some extent by his coalition 
partners, the Christian Democrats (26.6% 
of the vote) and the Free Democrats (5.5%). 


NORWAY tn the Norwegian general 
elections on 10th September, Carl Hagen’s 
populist Progress Party obtained 14.7% of 
the vote, making it the third largest party 
and giving them 26 out of 165 seats in the 
Stortinget (Great Diet). This was one seat 
better than their 1997 performance, although 
their percentage of the vote was slightly 
down on 1997. Their gains probably would 


have been greater but for a series of sex 


allegations and a split that have rocked the 
party in recent months. 

The Progress Party, which campaigns for 
tax cuts and immigration restrictions, was 
founded in 1973, and was known as the 
Anders Lange Party (after its founder) until 
it changed its name to the Progress Party in 
1977. Hagen has been chairman of the party 
since 1978. Internet: www.frp.no 


UNITED STATES Take Back 


Maryland, a Christian-oriented “family- 
friend” organisation, was founded this year 
to resist the draconian Senate Bill 205, 
which was passed into law on 15 May. Senate 
Bill 205 aims to stop discrimination against 
homosexuals in “public accommodation, 
housing and employment”. “Public 
accommodation” in the context of the Bill 
is specified as being any establishment, 
whether public or private, to which members 
of the public are admitted. This can include 
shops, petrol stations, buses, trains, cinemas, 
theatres, hotels and restaurants. 

Take Back Maryland organised a 
successful petition drive to stop the Bill 
being implemented, gathering 47,539 
signatures, about 1,400 more than were 
required. Implementation of the Bill has now 
been halted until the citizens of Maryland 
can vote upon it in 2002. Take Back 
Maryland has been threatened with lawsuits 
by homosexual organisations and anonymous 
callers, its website has been hacked and the 
names and addresses of all who signed the 
petition have been photocopied by people 
from the American Civil Liberties Union 
and homosexual groups. The campaign is 
modelled on similar groups in Vermont and 
Maine. Internet: www.takebackmaryland.org. 








Nota Bene. Events are listed where we think 
they may be of interest to our readers. It does 
NOT imply that this magazine approves or 
endorses the event, or organising body, 
concerned. Events may be subject to change 
at short notice. Those wishing to attend are 
advised to contact the organisers beforehand. 


Tuesday 9th October, |2.45pm-2pm, 
Ruskin Hotel, Blackpool. Freedom 
Association fringe meeting at Conservative 
conference. Speaker Chris Woodhead 
(former Chief Inspector of Schools). Contact 
TFA on 020 7793 4228 


Wednesday | 0th October, |2.45pm-2pm, 
Ruskin Hotel, Blackpool. Freedom 
Association fringe meeting at Conservative 
conference. Speaker Roger Helmer, MEP. 
Contact TFA on 020 7793 4228 


Wednesday I7th October, House of 
Commons. Lobby of Parliament by the 
Democracy Movement, in conjunction with 
the Coalition Against the Nice Treaty. Ring 
(08705) 110 440 for more information 


Saturday 20th October, | pm, Speakers’ 
Corner, Hyde Park. London Foot & Mouth 
Disease March, calling for vaccination and a 
public enquiry for F&M. Further information: 
www.HeartofCumbria.com 


Thursday 25th October, Chippenham. 
Public meeting: “Who governs Britain?” 
Speakers include James Gray, MP and Mark 
Seddon (editor, 7ribune). Ring (01249) 
701198 for more information 

December, Date to be announced. Laeken, 
Belgium. Campaign for an Independent Britain 
“Counter Summit” against the European 
Union. Contact: Lionel Bell on (01883) 
716337 


The London Swinton 
Circle 


The London Swinton Circle is a group of 
Conservatives and Unionists whose politi- 
cal orientation is Powellite. We meet six to 


eight times a year at the Palace of 
Westminster. Membership details are avail- 
able from: 
The Secretary, 
The London Swinton Circle, 
PO Box 29208, London SE8 3ZU. 


Friends of Right Now?! 


“Friends of Right Now!” recognise the unique position this magazine has come to occupy on the 
Right, as Britain's most articulate ‘politically incorrect’ journal. But if Right Now! is to become a really 
effective campaigning force it must be more widely read, especially amongst the ‘opinion-formers’ 


within society. 

This is where ‘Friends of Right Now!’ can help. By pledging to support the work of the magazine 
with regular donations they help us to reach an ever-wider audience. If you are interested in becoming 
a ‘Friend’, then please write for more information — without any obligation — to: 


Right Now!, PO Box 2085, London, W1A 5SX, UK. 
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of the World Trade Center in New 

YY ork, and, needless to say, I haven’t 
the foggiest which group was behind it. 

The only certainty is that it has to do 
with Israel’s treatment of the Palestinians, 
and Uncle Sam’s relentless support of 
the Israelis. Desperate people tend to 
follow extremists, and I remember a time 
when violent radicals like George 
Habbash and Nayef Hawatmeh were 
marginal. This was immediately 
following the Six Day War of 1967, when 
America and Britain still pretended to 
be even-handed towards the Arab camp 
versus Israel. 34 years later this is no 
longer the case. Violence and extremism 
are the only hope left to Palestinians 
living under Israeli rule. In fact, violence 
pays from the Middle East to Ulster and 
Macedonia. 

Let’s start with the Middle East. The 
Palestinians want Jewish colonies, 
settlers and troops removed from the 
occupied territories, and they want a state 
of their own. Israel, of course, wants 
things to stay as they are. If the 
Palestinians stop the terror, Israel wins. 
As long as America recognised that its 
own interests were under danger if the 
conflict worsened, Israel was pressured 
into making concessions. This is no 
longer the case. Now the Palestinians are 
at the mercy of Israel, and a violent 
conclusion is inevitable. Ergo the 
terrorist attack against America. 

No one has demonstrated the power 
of violence better than the IRA. Its 
intransigence and its continuing threat 
of violence have brought it a victory of 
sorts. On arms decommissioning the 
IRA’s intransigence has won concession 
after concession from a peace-at-any-cost 
Blair government. One of the remarks 
that impressed me the day of the bombing 
was from a London cabbie who told a 
friend of mine, “Perhaps now some of 
the Irish-Americans will understand how 
we feel when they give money to the IRA 
in order to blow us up”. In Macedonia, 
violence has paid off in spades where 
the Albanian Liberation Front is 
concerned. Once the darlings of NATO 
during the bombing of Serbia, the mainly 
Kosovo-based drug running KLA has 
been responsible for the violence that 
since February has been tearing 
Macedonia apart. The EU and NATO 
have pressed the Macedonians (loyal to 
NATO during the Kosovo war) to make 
concessions to the Albanian minority, 


] write this the day after the bombing 





















































which hopes to partition the tiny country 
of two million and eventually bring about 
annexation to a Greater Albania. 

Alas, violence pays, and in the case 
of the IRA and Macedonia, it already 
has. The Palestinians have not enjoyed 
success — to the contrary - but this 
doesn’t mean they won’t keep trying. 
Fasten your seat belts. 


spokesman of the unspeakable 
Madeleine Albright during the 
bombing of Yugoslavia, and now resident 
of London, commenting on Sky News 
about the New York-Washington 
bombing. Rubin’s masters killed more 
innocents by ordering bombs dropped 
from 15,000 feet than the suicide 
terrorists did. Richard Holbrooke, the 
Clinton appointee to the UN, was just 
as bad. Both men demanded that the 
Bush administration react quickly and 
with resolve. Shoot first and ask 
questions later, was what both clowns 
suggested. Having worked for Bill 
Clinton, who ordered cruise missile 
strikes against people unknown in order 
to divert public opinion when caught 
with his pants down, I guess Rubin and 
Holbrooke are used to the easy option. 
What neither of the men touched was 
the real problem of the Middle East: 
Does Israel really want to rule more than 
three million seething Palestinians day 
by day? By the year 2020, the area 
comprising Israel and the occupied 
territories will be 58% Arab. Israel’s 
Labour Party had foreseen this and for 
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decades had a solution to the problem: 
It would give back much of the land 
occupied in the 1967 war and get a peace 
agreement in return. It was not to be, 
especially after the Rabin assassination. 
And it gets worse. Israel’s biggest 
problem is not the occupied territories, 
but the 1.2 million Arabs within Israel 
proper. They’ve been treated as third 
class citizens for decades, yet have 
remained loyal to Israel. But Israel’s 
response to the intifada has radicalised 
many of them, and by the year 2020 32% 
of Israelis will be Arabs. Someone in 
Israel surely must see the light before 
it’s too late. 


ince the end of the Cold War, we 
have witnessed the trivialization 
of news, catering to the lowest 
common denominator under the rubric 
of giving the public what it wants. We 
are now obsessed with personalities, 
sensational celebrity stories, sleaze and 
sex to the detriment of fundamental 
values. Celebrity has replaced fame. TV 
is now a sort of sadistic voyeurism. 
The razzle-dazzle of electronic 
wizardry is used to focus on the snapshot 
rather than the big picture. The cultural 
margins of the past have become the 
mainstream of the present. The Ten 
Commandments are now multiple choice. 
I am not, of course, going to blame it 
all on Rupert Murdoch, but he has to 
take the blame for a large part of the 
mess. Murdoch was against Britain 
giving up the pound at the start, but 
something happened to make him change 
his mind. His rags are awfully quiet about 
the bureaucrooks in Brussels, just like 


-the Times. Make no mistake about it. 


Murdoch is a very hands-on proprietor, 
and none of his minions would dare do 
anything that doesn’t please the boss. 
What has Blair offered him in return for 
the Murdoch rags to be pro-EU? I wish 
I knew. 

What I do know is that if Murdoch is 
Satan, Blair is Faust. In Goethe’s version 
of the story, Faust never really yields to 
the power of darkness. So in the end 
Faust is saved. In real life, Georg Faust, 
born about 1480, boasted incessantly of 
his magical powers and was forced to flee 
from one town to another to escape 
arrest. He died in 1540 and many 
believed that the devil had come to claim 
his own. I wonder what Blair’s end will 
be like. Surely Satan must claim him 
one day. Q) 
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